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FOREWORD

This volume is an interim report on a longitudinal study of the
educational and labor market experiences of young men. In early 1965,
the Center for Human Resource Research, under a contract with the U.S.
Department of Labor, began the planning of longitudinal studies of the
labor market experience of four groups in the United States population:
men 45 to 59 years of age, women 30 to 44, and young men and women 1.4
to 24. For each of these population groups, a national probability
sample of the noninstitutionalized civilian population was drawn by
the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Thece four groups were selected for
study because of the special labor market problems that each faces. In
the case of the young men, for example, the problems are those revolving
around the process of occupational choice and include both the preparation
for work and the frequently difficult period of accommodation to the
labor market. As of this writing, the young men have been surveyed
annually from 1966 through 1971 and again in 1973. (For information on
the sampling design see Appendix E.)

While the more-or-less unique problems of each of the subject
groups to some extent dictate separate orientations for the four studies,
there is, nevertheless, a general conceptual framework and a general
set of objectives common to all of them. Each of the studies views the
experience and behavior of individuals in the labor market as deriving
from interactions between the characteristics of the environment and a
variety of economic, social, demographic and attitudinal characteristics
of the individual. Each study seeks to identify and measure those
characteristics that appear to be important in explaining variations in
several facets of labor market experience: labor force participation,
unemployment experience, earnings, and various types of labor mobility.
Knowledge of thi'S kind is expected to make an important contribution to
our understanding of the way in which labor markets operate and thus to
be useful for the development and implementation of appropriate labor
market policies.-',

This report represents a significant departure from the earlier
voluMes in the series on young men,1 each of which-contained analyses

"Herbert S. Parnes, Robert C. Miljus, Ruth A. Spitz and Associates,
Career Thresholds: A longitudinal study of the educational and labor
market experiences of male youth, vol. 1, U.S. Department of Labor,
Manpower Research Monograph no. 16 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1970); Frederick A. Zeller, John R. Shea, Andrew I.
Kohen, and Jack A. Meyer, Career Thresholds, vol, 2, U.S. Department of
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of several topics using tabular data exclusively. In contrast, this
report relies very heavily on multivariate statistical analysis to
explore a rather narrowly defined problem for only a subset of the
larger cohort. More specifically, the focus is the impact of collective
bargaining coverage on the 1969-1970 labor market experiences of young
men working in blue collar jobs. In addition to increasing our
understanding of the labor market behavior of young adult workers, the
findings of the study are relevant to the continuing research on the
impact of unionization on the American economy.

Both the overall study and this report are products of the joint
effort of a great many persons, not all of whom are even known to us.
The research staff of the Center has enjoyed the continuous expert and
friendly collaboration of personnel of the Bureau of the Census, which,
under a separate contract with the Department of Labor, is responsible
for developing the samples, conducting all of the interviews, and
processing the "raw" data. We are indebted to Earle Gerson, Chief of
the Demographic Surveys Division, and to his predecessor, Daniel Levine;
to Robert Mangold, Chief of the Longitudinal Surveys Branch; and to
Dorothy Koger, our principal point of contact with the Bureau. We also
wish to acknowledge our indebtedness to Alvin Etzler, James Johnson, and
the staff of the Field Division who were responsible for collecting the
data; to David Lipscomb, Eleanor Brown and their staff for editing and
coding the interview schedule; and to Barbara Wilson and Kenneth Kaplan
for computer preparation of the data tape.

The advice and counsel of many persons in the Department of Labor
have been very helpful to us both in designing the study and in
interpreting some of the landings. Without in any way implicating them
in whatever deficiencies may remain in this report, we wish to acknowledge
especially the continuous interest and support of Howard Rosen, Director
of the Office of Manpower Research and Development of the Manpower
Administration, and the valuable advice provided by Stuart Garfinkle,
Jacob Schiffman and Ellen Sehgal, our principal contacts in the Office
of Manpower Research and Development.

Herbert S. Parries, Director of the NLS Project, provided u5 with
his invariably valuable insights, reactions and guidance. Other colleagues
who gave us- the benefit of their reactions to an earlier version of the

Labor, Manpower Research Monograph no. 16 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1971); Andrew I. Kohen and Herbert S. Parries, Career
Thresholds, vol. 3, U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Research Monograph
no. 16 (Washington: U.S. GovernMent Printing Office, 1971); Andrew I.
Kohen and Paul Andrisani, Career Thresholds, vol. 4, U.S. Department of
Labor, Manpower Research Monograph no. 16 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1974).

iv 004



manuscript are Francine Blau, Susan Breinich, John T. Grasso, Gilbert
Nestel, Steven Sandell and Richard L. Shortlidge of the Center for
Human Resource Research; and Stuart Garfinkle, Walter J. Gershenfeld,
Richard D. Leone and J. Joseph Loewenberg of Temple University. The
complex tasks of preparing variables and producing the statistical
analyses we requested were ably accomplished by the following members
of the Center's Data Processing Staff: Harvey Forstag, Gary Schoch,
Darlene Shuman and Mark Smith. Patricia Shields, Constantine Karnes
and Marc Parnes made noteworthy contributions in deciphering, recording
and making additional calculations from the computer printout. Brenda
Feder was primarily responsible for maintaining the necessary liaison
with the Census Bureau. Finally, we wish to thank Kandy Bell for typing
this and earlier versions of the manuscript.

Center for Human Resource Research
College of Administrative Science
The Ohio State University
April 1975
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UNIONIZATION AND THE LABOR MARKET EXPERIENCES OF YOUNG
BLUE COLLAR WORKERS

INTRODUCTION

The effects of collective bargaining on the institution of work in
America undoubtedly have been profound. Nonetheless, the magnitude of
the effects of unionism on relative earnings is still subject to
considerable controversy. In the classic study by H.G. Lewis (1963),
for example, the overall effect of unionism on earnings was estimated
to be in the range of only 10 to 15 percent. Moreover, Lewis reported
only occasionhl instances since the early 1930's in which the union
advantage had teen as high as 25 percent. The more contemporary evidence
on the overall earnings effect of unionism is mixed, with some
investigators presenting estimates higher than Lewirpand some calculating
the effect about the same or smaller than Lewis did.2

On the other hand, most recent studies that have utilized data
which are more disaggregated than those available to Lewis have concluded
that in many segments of the economy the effect of unionization on
earnings is larger than Lewis estimated. For example, focusing on men
in blte collar jobs Ashenfelter (1972, 1973), Boskin (1972), Ryscavage
(1974) and Stafford (1968) estimated a net union-nonunion earnings
differential ranging from 15 to 40 percent, depending on the particular
year to. which the data apply, the occupation-industry group, and the
time unit for measuring earnings (i.e., hourly, weekly or annually).
This study brings new evidence to bear on this subject by utilizing the
National Longitudinal Surveys' sample of younger Ales (17 to 27 years
old in 1969). In addition, by focusing upon this particular cohort, we
seek to gain important insights concerning the accommodation of younger
workers to the labor market in general and to 'the trade union movement
in particular. In addressing these issues the analysis is restricted
to blue collar wage and salary workers and is confined to the period
between the 1969 and 1970 survey dates.

Specifically, this study examines the effects of collective bargaining
on five dimensions of labor market experience: (1) hourly rate of pay;

1
A11 citations in the text and footnotes refer to items listed in

the bibliography in Appendix B.

2
For studies suggesting a larger overall effect of unions on

earnings, see for example: Ashenfelter and Johnson (1969); Blinder
(1971); Rosen (1970); and Throop (1968). For studies whose findings
are more consistent with those of Lewis, see for example, Boskin (1972);
Oaxaca (1973); Reiman and Stoikov (1969); Rosen (1969); and Weiss (1966).

1
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(2) hours worked per week; (3) susceptibility to unemployment; (4)
duration of unemployment; and (5) growth in hourly earnings. In
contrast to all previous research with micro data, we are able to
speak of the effect of collective bargaining rather than union
membership on an individual worker's earnings, hours, etc. To the
best of our knowledge, all other micro data sets merely indicate whether
or not an individual is a member of a union or empl-wee association.
The effect of membership is an imperfect proxy for the effect of
collective bargaining because some workers who are not union members
are nonetheless covered by collectively bargained agreements.3 Thus,
foi example, comparing the average wages of union members and nonmembers
probably understates the impact of collective bargaining because the
average of the nonmember group is artificially inflated by including
the- wages of covered nonmembers.

In addition, we examine the relationship between collective
bargaining coverage and racial differentials in each of the measures of
labor market experiende. Throughout the analysis, we attempt to ascertain
the effects of collective bargaining on "labor of a given relative
quality."4 Thus, for example, we define "relative earnings effects of
unionism" as the extent to which unions raise the earnings of workers
for whom they bargain above the earnings of comparable unorganized
workers.

As previous studies have also noted, union-nonunion comparisons of
wages or other dimensions of labor market experience almost always
confound the effects of unionist-With the effects of other forces that
would have contributed to differentials in the absence of unions.
According to Lewis, "the errors resulting from incomplete adjustment of
the gross wage differences more frequently lead to overestimation than
to underestimation-6f the effect of unionism.- "5 It is therefore
necessary to consider carefully and to control adequately for the
influence of forces which may be correlated with both unionism and.
dimensions of earnings, and which may therefore lead to an overstatement
of the effects of collective bargaining. Since the NLS data provide
considerable detail in measuring differences in skills, abilities, and

3To a lesser extent the imperfection results from some union
members working in firms without collective bargaining agreements.

4
Lewis (1962), p. 327.

5Ibid.
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situational characteristics, it is possible to control for a wide range
of such differences between union and nonunion workers.

In the section which follows, "gross" union-nonunion
6
differences

in several dimensions of labor market experience during the 1969-1970
period are highlighted by major occupation group and race. In addition,
to the five dimensions listed above, union-nonunion differences in total
annual earnings, weeks worked, occupational status, overtime arrangements,
job satisfaction, voluntary turnover, and incidence of layoff are also
included. In Section III, we present and discuss, data on union-nonunion
differences in a wide range of personal and situational characteristics --
some of which may act to confound the effects of unionism. Then, to
capture the effects of collective bargaining on relative earnings, in
Section IV we Control for relevant personal and situational characteristics
and focus directly on the remaining union-nonunion differences in each
of the five dimensions of labor market experience noted above. In this
process, we investigate the relationship between unionization and racial
differentials by comparing racial differences in the union sector with
racial differences in the nonunion sector. The study is concluded with
a brief summary.

II GROSS:UNION-NONUNION DIFFERENCES IN LABOR' MARKET EXPERIENCE,
'1969-1970

In examining the effects of unionism, the importance of focusing
on labor of a given quality cannot be overemphasized, for there is
considerable reason to suspect that unionized blue collar workers have
different characteristics than,their unorganized counterparts and,
therefore, would earn more and have more favorable labor market
experiences even in the absence of unionism. Nonetheless, it is useful
to compare the labor market experience of the unionized with that of
the unorganized within each race and major skill category. First, a
comparison of "gross" union-nonunion differences in experience during
the period of this study places the subsequent and more intensive
analysis of earnings in clearer perspective. Second, it highlights
some important aspects of the process whereby young men are accommodated
to the labor market and the trade union movement. Third, it provides
an overview of how young blue collar workers fared during the course
of the economic downturn of the 1969-1970 period.

Before turning to this comparison, however, the distribution of
the sample according to occupation, collective bargaining coverage,

6
With the exception of references to Table 1 below, we utilize the

distinctions "union-nonunion" and "covered-noncovered" interchangeably
for the sake of exposition. However, the reader is reminded that the
latter is the accurate one.
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union membership and race is presented in Table 1. Overall, slightly
less than half of these young blue collar workers were employed in
jobs in which, their wages and working conditions were determined by
collective bargaining agreements. For whites and blacks alike,
operatives were more likely than craftsmen or laborers to be covered
by such agreements. Of the covered workers, seven out of ten blacks
and eight out of ten whites were members of the union or employee
association which bargained on their behalf.7

That the 1969-1970 labor market experience of blue collar workers
in this cohort differs markedly according to collective bargaining
status is convincingly demonstrated by the data presented in Table 2.
In particular, union-nonunion differences in earnings appear to be
very substantial. Among craftsmen and laborers, for example, the
differentials in average hourly earnings at both the 1969 and 1970
survey dates--and in total annual earnings during the 12-month
interim--are particularly large. Although differences may not be
attributable solely to the effects of unionism, it is interesting to
note that in all cases the earnings differences are larger than the
overall effect estimated by Lewis (1963A and within the range of
estimates in more contemporary studies.0

The data also suggest, however, that the union hourly earnings
advantage declined somewhat between 1969 and 1970. In each case where
sample sizes permit confident comparison, relative growth in average
hourly earnings was greater for nonunion than union workers and the
ratio of union to nonunion wage rates declined demonstrably between
1969 and 1970. The fact that the union advantage in 12-month earnings
is smaller than the advantage in 1969 hourly earnings partly reflects
the reduction in the hourly wage advantage. However, it reflects other
differences as well--e.g., in hours worked, weeks worked, overtime
arrangements, mobility, and in the proportion who hold second jobs.
Needless to say, considerable caution should be exercised in generalizing

7
These data may be used to illustrate a point made more abstractly

above. If we were to define union status in our study in the same way
as in previous research on this subject, about 15 percent of- those who
would be classified as "nonunion" workers would, in fact, be covered by
collective bargaining (i.e., for whites it would be 12 percent = (45)
(1-.83)/(55 + 45 (1-.83))and for blacks it would be 19 percent = (45)
(-1.72)/(55 + 45(1-.72))

8
For example, Ryscavage(1974), p. 7, estimates a difference in

usual hourly earnings which ranges from 20 percent among black male
craftsmen to 38 percent among white men working-as transportation
equipment operators.
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Table 1 Collective Bargaining Coverage and Union Membership
in 1969 of Blue Collar Workers, by Occupation and

Racea

Occupation

Total
number
of

b
respondents

Percent
c

covered
by

collective

bargaining

Total P

number
of

respondents
covered by
collective
bargaining

Percent
c

union
members

Total or average
Craftsmen
Operatives
Nonfarm laborers

Total or average
Craftsmen
Operatives
Nonfarm laborers

WHITES

952

315

)468

169

45
38

51

43

416
115

232

69

83

87
85

68

BLACKS

471
74

252

145

45
45

47
41

193
29

113

51

72
70
78

63

a Taspondents 17 to 27 years of age, not enrolled in school and
employed as blue collar wage and salary _workers in -1969.

b Pzions of the subsequent analysis rely,on fewer than the
1,423 sample cases shown here either because of instances
where one or more necessary pieces of information were not
ascertained or because some analyses are confined to those
employed in both the 1969 and 1970 survey weeks.

c All statistics (percentages, means, regression coefficients)
in this study are basedri weighted observations. For a
discussion of the sampling methods, see Appendix E.
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trends from these movements over a single year, especially since many
workers covered by collective bargaining agreements renegotiated in
1968-1969 received deferred wage increases in 1970 which were
disproportionately small because of the practice of "front-loading" of
new contracts.9

Although there are several instances--in particular among white
craftsmen ang_operatives--where the hourly earnings advantage of the
unionized may be somewhat offset by virtue of their having worked fewer
hours per week, in the main the data suggest that the large union
advantage in hourly earnings is not significantly counteracted either
by fewer hours usually worked per week or by fewer weeks worked in a
12-month period. Furthermore, workers covered by a collective bargaining
agreement are far more likely to receive a premium for working overtime,
which would contribute to widening the differential in annual earnings.

Despite the similarity between union and nonunion groups in
the number of weeks worked, the data suggest that white union workers
were more prone than their nonunion counterparts to layoff and

unemployment during the 1969-1970 period and to a longer duration of
unemployment when it occurred. Among blacks, however, union-nonunion
differences are exactly the reverse, as the young men who were covered
by collective bargaining were less prone to layoff or a spell of
unemployment and--at least among the laborers--they averaged fewer weeks
of unemployment on occasions when unemployment was actually experienced.
The extent to which these racial differences may be explained by
white-black differences in industrial affiliation is addressed at a
later point 'in this study.

At least in part, the union-nonunion differential in earnings may
be attributable to differences in the occupational distributions of the
two groups within each of the major blue collar categories, examined.

Even within occupation groups, the data in Table 2 suggest that those
covered by collective bargaining tend to be disproportionately employed
in the higher status and typically better paying trades. To a certain
extent, this may mean that the unionized tend to possess greater
abilities and skills--as is suggested by the differences in the likelihood
of receiving training--and that they perhaps command higher earnings as
a consequence of their superior talents as well as through collective
bargaining coverage.

Although the economic advantages of collective bargaining are
further evidenced by the data on the incidence of overtime premiums

and by the greater protection from layoff and dismissal among blacks,
there is little to suggest that job satisfaction is higher for union

9Estey (1970).
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than nonunion workers. On the contrary, the data provide some reason
to suspect that covered workers are less highly satisfied with their
jobs than are their noncovered counterparts. Since the unionized appear
less prone to voluntary turnover, since they also possess a large
advantage in earnings and status, and since unions are generally thought
to increase "industrial democracy," one would expect that the unionized
would be considerably more satisfied with their jobs than the nonunion
workers.

On the other hand, the existence of a union is likely to make
workers more aware than they otherwise would be of factors in the job
situation that could be sources of discontent. In addition, to what
extent the expressed dissatisfaction among these young workers is focused
against unions themselves, rather than against employers, is a subject
about which we have no direct evidence. Nevertheless, that our data
indicate less satisfaction among covered than noncovered employees may
be an important finding--especially in light of the growing concern for
discontent among young blue collar workers.10

III UNION - NONUNION DIkiihRENCES IN PERSONAL AND SITUATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

Union-nonunion differences in earnings may stem from many sources,
only one of which is the effect of collective bargaining. To repeat the
example mentioned earlier, within a major occupation group such as
craftsmen, union workers may have more favorable labor market experiences
because they have brought to their trade greater abilities and skills
and are therefore more productive. In such a case, they would have
earned more than their- nonunion counterparts even in the absence of
unions. As another example, differences may reflect the fact that union
jobs tend to be disproportionately concentrated in urban areas and in
the North where wage rates tend to be higher.11 Finally, union-nonunion

10
This growing concern has been clearly presented in many recent

studies. See, for example, Work in America (1972) and Sheppard and
Herrick (1972). It is also well to note in this context that the extent
to which covered workers are not union members (Table 1) may reflect
dissatisfaction with the union or that many young workers are serving
probationary periods of employment during which they are not required
to join the union--even under a union-shop agreement.

11
A recent BLS report clearly demonstrates the existence of

substantial differences in the extent of unionization on the basis of
both region and degree of urbanization. Selected Earnings and Demographic
Characteristics of Union Members, 1970 (1972), Table 11, pp. 22-25.
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differentials may reflect differences in the ways in which the unionized
and nonunionized sectors determine wages, hours, and conditions of
employment. That is, union-nonunion earnings differentials may indeed
reflect the "pure" effects of collective bargaining.

This section of the study serves essentially to highlight differences
between covered and noncovered workers which may distort the effects of
unionism on earnings and other aspects of labor market experience.12
Union-noniinion differences in several personal characteristics of our
sample of young male workers are presented in Table 3. Most of these
characteristics reflect differences in abilities and skills that may
contribute to the differentials in labor market experience over the
1969-1970 period previously observed. To begin with, the nonunion blue
collar workers in the sample are 15 to 20 percentage points more likely
than their union counterparts to be high school dropouts. Put another
way, this means that in most cases the nonunion workers are one-and-one-
half to two times as likely as the union workers to have dropped out of
schobl. Moreover, the differences in the proportions who had received
post-school vocational training by 1969 are even greater and the training
gap widens monotonically for both whites and blacks with increasing
skill level. On the other hand, there are no systematic differences in
the high school curriculum pursued by union and nonunion workers.13

12It should be made explicit at the outset, however, that it is
not possible to control perfectly for all relevant union-nonunion
differences. It is not possible, for example, to control for a spillover
effect. That is, where union gains spill over into the nonunion
sector--e.g., to prevent the organization of nonunion workers--differentials
in wages, hours, and working conditions will inevitably understate the
full impact of collective bargaining. See Rees (1962), p. 74. An
institutionalized instance of the spillover effect is where the
Davis-Bacon Act and/or its state-level counterparts operate to eliminate
real union-nonunion differentials. Moreover, even if error-free measures
of all relevant union-nonunion differences were available, it would not
be possible to specify perfectly the exact functional relationships
among the relevant variables. For these reasons, our estimates of the
effects of unionism should be viewed as only approximations.

13
Data not displayed here indicate that, in comparison to the

nonunionized workers, the unionized came from families of higher
socioeconomic status, where status is measured by a composite index
based on five characteristics of the parental family. For details see
Kohen (1973). This difference is consistent with contemporary hypotheses
about segmented labor markets in which racial and ethnic minorities and
those from lower social class backgrounds are disproportionately
relegated to the worst jobs, which are also the jobs least likely to be
organized.
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Another relevant characteristic, years of labor market experience
as of 1969, captures experience in the broad sense of the term--i.e.,
the number of years since leaving school. Among whites, the umionized
craftsmen and laborers are somewhat more experienced on the average
than their nonunion counterparts, while unionized operatives are
slightly less experienced. Among blacks, however, the unionized workers
are from 6 to 18 months less experienced than nonunion workers depending
upon whether skilled, semi-skilled, or unskilled. Although these
differences are not entirely systematic with respect to unionism, the
observation of some differences along with the importance of experience
as a determinant of labor market success, necessitate controlling for
this variable in examining the net effects of unionism.

Although union-nonunion differences in tenure with current employer
are nowhere large, in the case of whites and among black craftsmen the
differentials may nevertheless work to overstate the positive effects
of unionism. A similar conclusion may also be reached in the case of
the next characteristic shown in Table 3--extent of labor market
information. Measured by a battery of test items, the labor market
information scale purportedly captures a worker's understanding of

14occupational differences in function, entry requirements, and earnings.
To some extent, and most notably in the case of blacks, the higher
earnings of unionized young males may also reflect their greater awareness
of the ways in which the labor market operates and/or their higher level
of general mental ability.15

Health characteristics, on the other hand, might cause gross
earnings differentials between covered and noncovered workers to
overstate the net effect of collective bargaining for whites, while
having the opposite effect for blacks. Blacks covered by collective
bargaining agreements are on the average about 6 percentage points more
likely to report some form of health limitation, either temporary or
more permanent, which restricts the kind or amount of work they are
capable of performing. Among whites, the unionized are 3 to 7 percentage
points less likely to be'constrained by a health limitation.

14
There is evidence of a systematic relation between earnings and

the extent of occupational information as measured by this scale. See
Parnes and Kohen (1975). For a discussion of the reliability and
validity of the scale itself, including a factor analysis, see Kohen and
Breinich (1975).

15
In the absence of a direct, independent measure of general mental

ability it can be assumed that the measure of labor market information
partially represents the effect of general ability on earnings. Sge
Parnes and Kohen (1975) and Kohen (1973).
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Because some situational characteristics may also account for some
of the advantage of union workers, union-nonunion differences in
industrial affiliation, region of residence, and size of community are
presented in Table 4. Among whites, the unionized tend to be more
concentrated in construction and manufacturing than their nonunion
counterparts. Among blacks, the unionized craftsmen and operatives
are substantially more likely to be in manufacturing industries, but
they are somewhat less likely to be in the construction industry. It
is quite possible, as these proportions indicate, that the white-black
differences in susceptibility to layoff and unemployment may be partly
attributable to racial differences in industrial distribution--since
;unionized blacks are 14 percentage points more likely than unionized
whites to be in manufacturing and 8 percentage points less likely to be
in construction. Finally, among both blacks and whites, the unionized
tend to be disproportionately concentrated in the non-South and in
large urban areas.16 As a consequence, union-nonunion differences in
wage rates may be overstated because of geographic differences in price
level.

IV THE NET EkniCTS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ON EARNINGS AND LABOR
MARKET EXPERIENCE, 1969-1970

It has been demonstrated that numerous personal and situational

characteristics must be controlled in order to ascertain the net
effects of collective bargaining on earnings (Tables 3 and 4). These
characteristics--which include industrial affiliation, education,
training, experience, job tenure, extent of occupational information,
health, region of residence, and degree of urbanization--reflect
differences between union and nonunion workers which may confound the
effects of collective bargaining. To control for these differences,
multiple regression analysis has been applied, with separate analyses
for whites and blacks within both the union and nonunion sectors.17

16
Urban areas have been defined on the basis of labor force size

in the local labor market where a respondent resides. Local labor
markets--or metropolitan areas--with more than 300,000 persons in the
labor force as of 1960 were classified as large urban areas.

17
A series of statistical tests supported our hypotheses that

significant interactions exist between race and other determinants of
the several "dependent" variables on the one hand, and between collective
bargaining coverage and those determinants on the other. More specifically,
Chow tests of the regression coefficients forced us to reject the
hypotheses of equality between the coefficients for different groups.
For details on the statistical procedure see Chow (1960). Examples of
the outcomes of the statistical procedure are as follows: (1) the

15



Fr 16

Table 4 Situational Characteristics of Blue Collar Workers
in 1969 by Occupation, Race, and Collective Bargaining

Coveragea

Characteristic Craftsmen Operatives Laborers

WHITES

Total number of respondents
Union 115 232 69
Nonunion 200 236 100

Percent in construction
Union 36 11 34
Nonunion 21 6 38

Percent in manufacturing
Union 4o 68 31
Nonunion 36 57 20

Percent in the South
Union 20 15 . 21
Nonunion 37 41 39

Percent in large urban
areasc

Union 42 33 30
Nonunion 25 23 24

BLACKS

Total number of respondents
Union 29 113 51
Nonunion 45 139 94

Percent in construction
Union 36 1 ,6
Nonunion 38 9 16

Percent in manufacturing
Union 49 88 38
Nonunion

b
20 49 37

Percent in the South
Union 62 34 30
Nonunion 71 76 83

Percent in large urban
areasc

Union 67 49 42
Nonunion 32 26 18

a Raspondents 17 to 27 years of age, not enrolled in school and
employed as. blue collar wage and salary workers in 1969.

-b The South includes 16 states and the District of Columbia.
c Large urban areas are defined as those whose labor force (in

1960) contained at least.300,000 persons.
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In addition to controlling for these differences in examining the
effects of collective bargaining on hourly earnings, we have similarly
examined the effects of unionism on four other dimensions of 1969-1970
labor market experience: relative growth in hourly earnings over the
1969-1970 period, the incidence of unemployment, number of weeks
unemployed in a 12-month period, and number of hours usually worked per
week. Hence, it is possible to examine the degree to which any net
advantage of the unionized in hourly earnings may be offset by fewer
hours of work, more unemployment, and/or less growth in earnings.

The importance of investigating the possibility of offsetting
effects stems mainly from the fact that institutionalized seniority
arrangements in the union sector may work to the disadvantage of the
young. Especially in a period such as 1969-1970 when unemployment was
rising, those lowest in seniority may have seen the effect of unionism
on their hourly earnings eroded considerably by shorter hours of work
and/or greater unemployment than might have occurred had these same
individuals been employed in the nonunion sector. Although the gross
union-nonunion differences in Table 2 with respect to usual hours
worked and unemployment provide little consistent evidence that this
was the case, it is not implausible that the gross differences may
understate the adverse effects of unionism. That is, since in many
respects the covered workers possessed greater abilities and skills than
their noncovered counterparts (Table 3), one would have expected them
to fare better than the noncovered if unionism had no disadvantageous
impact whatsoever on these labor market experiences. Additionally, the
hourly earnings advantage of the unionized at the beginning of the
period may have been reduced by greater growth in earnings in the
nonunion than union sector, because of the small (deferred) wage increases
received by the unionized in 1970.18

The effects of collective bargaining on each of these five
dimensions of 1969-1970 labor market experience--controlling for
union-nonunion differences in personal and situational characteristics--are
estimated for our sample of young blue collar workers by race and

value of the F-ratio in testing for equality between covered and
noncovered white workers in the hourly earnings equation was 15.21,
when the critical value (a < .01 -) for rejection was 2.09; (2) the
corresponding figures for blacks were 7.30 and 2.12; (3) the calculated
and critical values of F in testing for racial equality among covered
workers were 1.09 and 2.10, respectively; and ( 4) the corresponding
figures among noncovered workers were 8.71 and 2.10.

18
See footnote 9.
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occupation in Table 5.
19

The actual regression results upon which
these estimates are based are presented in Appendix A.

Craftsmen

The effects of collective bargaining on the earnings of young
craftsmen were indeed substantial (Table 5). At the beginning of the
period, unionized whites earned about 39 percent more per hour than
comparable nonunion workers, although they worked almost two hours
less per week and experienced less growth in earnings during the period.
Furthermore,, unionized whites were not dissimilar to the nonunionized
in terms of unemployment experience. Among blacks, unionized craftsmen
enjoyed a 26 percent advantage in hourly wage at the beginning of the
period. Additionally, the effects of collective bargaining on average
hourly earnings were not offset by shorter hours. In fact, young black
craftsmen covered by a collective bargaining agreement worked about one
hour more per week than their counterparts who were not covered. All
in all, collective bargaining per se accounts for over 80 percent of
the observed union-nonunion difference in earnings among white craftsmen
and the corresponding proportion among black craftsmen is about 70
percent.

The effects of unionism on relative earnings also varies
substantially according to major industry division, as can be seen by
the differences in the regression coefficients for the dummy variable
representing industry in Table A-1. Thus, for example, being covered
by collective bargaining is far more advantageous in terms of earnings
in the construction industry than in manufacturing. Among whites,
unionized construction craftsmen enjoyed a 53 percent advantage over
their nonunion counterparts and their earnings grew more rapidly during
the 1969-1970 period as well (Table 6). Their unionized counterparts
in manufacturing, however, enjoyed only a 23 percent differential, and
even this declined during the period as manufacturing earnings apparently
grew faster in the nonunion sector. In both industries the unionized
craftsmen worked fewer hours than the nonunionized, and the unionized in
manufacturing averaged slightly fewer than comparable union workers in
construction.

In contrast to these greater union earnings advantages in the
construction industry are the effects of collective bargaining on the
incidence and duration of unemployment. In this case, union workers

19
The estimate is calculated by evaluating the regression equation

for respondents covered by collective bargaining at the mean values of
the variables for those not covered -- within each race-occupation group.
Thus, the estimate represents what nonunion workers would experience or
earn if they were in the union sector.
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Table 5 Estimated Neta-Effect of Collective Bargaining on Selected Earnings

and Employment Experience of Blue Collar Workers, by Occupation and

Raceb

Earnings or employment

experience

Craftsmen Operatives Laborers

Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks

Average hourly earnings, 1969

$4.28 $3.38 $3.50 $2.99 $3.52 $2.79a) Union mean-actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

c) Nonunion mean-estimated

in union situationc

2.96

4.10

2.49

3.13

2.62

3.41

2.22

2.68

2.25

3.41

1.90

2.17

Gross union/nonunion

differential- [100(a /b) -100 45% 36% 3L 35% 56% 47%

Net union effect

[100(c/b)-100] 39% 26% 3C% 21% 52% 14%
Percentage change in hourly

9.7 e 9.5 5.6 8.2 12.1

earnings, 1969-70

a) Union mean-actual

b) Nonunion- mean - actual

c) Nonunion mean-estimated

in union situation
d

13.1

7.4

10.1

e

14.4

9.0

13.7

2.4

15.3

7.3

19.8

10.8

Gross union/nonunion

difference [a-b] - 3.4 e - 4.9 - 8.1 - 7.1 - 7.7

Net union effect [c-b] - 5.7 e - 5.4 -11.3 - 8.0 - 9.0

Likelihood of unemployment

.19 e .26 .32 .47 .25

between 1969 and 1970 surveys

a) Union mean-actual

b) 'Nonunion mean-actual

c):Nonunion mean-estimated

in union situationc

.19

.17-

.26

e-

.21

.25

.35

.30

.34

.48

.47

.23

Gross union/nonunion

difference [a -b] .00 e .05 - .03 .13 - .22

Net union effect [c -b] - .02 e .04 -- .05 .14 - .24

Number of weeks unemployed

2.3 e 2.2 3.9 5.8 0.6

between 1969 and 1970 surveys

a) Union mean-actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

c) Nonunion mean-estimated

in union situationc

1.9

2.0

3.9

e

2.1

2.0

4.6

2.6

2.7

5.9

6.0

0.4

Gross union/nonunion

difference [a-b] 0.4 e 0.1 - 0.7 3.1 - 5.4

Net union effect [e-b] 0.1 e - 0.1 - 2.0 3.2 - 5.6

Table continued on next page.
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Table 5 Continued

Earnings or employment

experience

Craftsmen Operatives Laborers

Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks

Usual hours worked per week on

41.6 41.5 42.3 117.6 40.5 41.7

1969 job

a) Union mean-actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

c) Nonunion mean-estimated

in union situationc

43.8

42.2

40.5

41.4

44.3

42.8

43.2

43.1

39.8

40.4

41.7

43.8
Gross union/nonunion

difference [a-b] 2.2 1.0 - 2.0 - 0.6 0.7 0.0

Net union effect [c-b] - 1.6 0.9 - 1.5 - 0.1 0.6 2.1

a The differences shown are net in the sense of indicating the covered/

noncovered difference after other characteristics have been held constant

by regression analysis. These characteristic., .re industry group, education,

race, occupational training, labor market experience, high school curriculum,

tenure, occupational information, health, region of residence, and size of

local labor market.

b The universe for the analysis of average hourly earnings in 1969 and usual

hours worked per week is respondents 17 to 27 years of age, not enrolled

in school and employed as blue collar wage and salary workers in the 1969

survey week. For the analyses of unemployment and change in average hourly

earnings the universe is further confined to those employed at the time

of the 1970 survey. Since nonrespondents on any of the variables included

in the regressions are excluded, the "actual" means shown here may differ

slightly from those displayed in Tables 1-4.

c The estimate is calculated by evaluating the regression equation for

respondents covered by collective bargaining at the mean values of the

variables for those not covered--within each race-occupation group. Thus,

the estimate represents what nonunion workers would experience or earn if

they were in the union sector.

d In addition to the tl:scription in footnote c, the estimate is based on

evaluating the union equation at the estimated average hourly earnings

(in 1969) of the nonunion workers, which are shown on line c of the first

panel of this table.

e Means and differences not shown where the base represents fewer than 25

respondents.

20

026



re, Table 6 Estimated Neta Effect of Collective Bargaining on Selected Earnings
and Employment Experience in Selected Occupation-Industry-Race Groupsb

Craftsmen Operatives

Earnings or employment

experience

WHITES WHITES BLACKS

Manufac-

turing

Construe-

tion

°there Manufac-

turing

Other° Manufac-

turing

Average hourly earnings -,

$3.79 $4.99 $4.05 $3.32 $3.58 $3.00

1969

a) Union - mean - actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

e) Nonunion mean-

estimated in union

situationd

3.05

3.71

3.23

4.94

2.75

4.00

2.72

3.24

2.42

3.50

2.24

2.76
Gross union/nonunion

differential

(100(a/b)-100] 24% 54% 47% 22% 48% 34%
Net union effect

[100(e/b)-100] 23% 53% 45% 19% 45% 23%
Percentage change in hourly

0.2 18.6 9.2 3.7 12.7 5.1

earnings, 1969-70

a) Union mean-actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

e) Nonunion mean-

estimated in union

situatione

10.2

0.0

15.1

18.4

12.6

9.0

12.8

4.9

15.2

13.9

3.2

0.1
Gross union/nonunion

difference [a-b] -10.0 3.5 - 3.4 - 9.1 - 2.5 1.9
Net union effect [c -b] =10.2 3.3 - 3.6 - 7.9 - 1.3 - 3.1

Usual hours worked per week

41.3 4;.7 41.9 42.1 42.7 42.9

on 1969 JO))

a) Union mean - actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

c) Nonunion mean-

estimated in union

situation d

42.9,

41.9

43.5

42.3

44.7

42.5

43.6

42.6

45.4

43.2

44.5

44.6
Gross union/nonunion

difference [a-b - 1.6 - 1.8 - 2.8 - 1.5 - 2.7 - 1.6
Net union effect le-b - 1.0 - 1.5 - 2.2 - 1.0 - 2.2 0.1

Likelihood of unemployment

.13 .29 .12 .24 .24 .33

between 1969 and 1970

surveys

a) Union-mean- actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

c) Nonunion- mean -

.18- .31 .17 .22 .21 .37

r estimated in union
situation d .14 .30 .13 .25 .24 .28

Gross union/nonunion

difference Ca-b - .05 - .02 - .05 .05 .05 - .04
Net union effect e-b - .04 - .01 - .04 .03 .03 - .09

Table- continued-on next page.
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.Table 6 -Continued

Earnings or employment

experience

Craftsmen Operatives

WHITES BLACKSWHITES

Manufac-

turing

Construc-

tion

Other° Manufac-

turing-

()there Manufac-

turing

Number of weeks unemployed

1.8 3.1 0.7 2.2 1.1 4.0

between 1969 and 1970

surveys

a) Union mean-actual

b) Nonunion mean-actual

c) Nonunion mean-

estimated in union

situation
d

2.1

2.2

2.7

3.5

1.4

1.1

2.3

2.3

1.6

1.2

4.9

2.9
Gross union/nonunion

difference Ca-bi - 0.3 0.4 - 0.7 - 0.1 - 0.5 - 0.9
Net union effect [c-b] - 0.1 0.8 - 0.3 0.0 -, 0.4 ... 2.0

a See footnote a, Table 5.

b For a general description of the universe, see footnote b, Table 5. The

subgroups shown here are the only ones with sufficient sample cases of both

covered and noncovered workers to provide reliable statistical estimates.

c The term "other" includes all nonmanufacturing and nonconstruction industries.

d See footnote c, Table 5.

e See footnote d, Table-5.
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in manufacturing'were better off than those in construction relative to
their nonunion counterparts. In the construction industry white
nonunion craftsmen were only slightly more likely (31 versus 29 percent)
to experience a spell of unemployment than comparable union workers, and the

unorganized actually_averaged about one-half week less joblessness. In
manufacturing, however, nonunionized were one-third again as likely
as the unionized (18 versus 13 percent) to have been unemployed and the
nonunionized averaged about one-half week longer duration of unemployment
during the 12-month period. Thus, the greater impact of unionism on
relative earnings among construction workers is at least partially
offset by the greater union impact on the stability of employment in
nonconstruction industries.20

Operatives

Among both white and black operatives, the overall effects of
collective bargaining on 1969 average hourly earnings are substantial,
but noticeably smaller than the union effects observed among craftsmen
(Table 5). Likewise, the effects of unionism on the incidence of
unemployment and on growth in earnings are somewhat smaller among
operatives than craftsmen. On balance however, the evidence suggests
that unions have raised the earnings of operatives for whom they
bargain considerably above those of comparable unorganized workers.
Among whites, for example, the unionized enjoyed a net 30 percent hourly
wage advantage at the beginning of the period. Furthermore, the
unionized averaged about the same number of weeks of unemployment as
their nonunion counterparts. Although they worked about one and one-half
hours less per week, and although their earnings grew less rapidly than
comparable nonunion workers, it is doubtful that their annual earnings
advantage was appreciably diminished.

Among blacks, the effects of collective bargaining on 1969 hourly
wages were on average about 21 percent (Table 5). While this effect
was offset somewhat during the course of the period, by the greater wage
advancements in the nonunion sector, there were virtually no adverse
effects of unionism on hours worked per week or on- either the incidence
or duration of unemployment. In fact, unionized black operatives
averaged about one and one-half weeks less joblessness than their
nonunion counterparts.

Among both white and black operatives the effects of collective
bargaining on the various dimensions of earnings examined also appear
to vary according to industry (Table 6). In manufacturing, for example,

20
The small number of sample cases of unionized black craftsmen in

the construction industry with data available on all relevant variables
precludes an analysis comparable to that for whites.
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the effects of unionism on hourly earnings are only slightly smaller
for operatives than for craftsmen. The smaller effect observed among
all operatives in Table 5 appears to be almost solely the effect of the
construction industry. In industries other than construction and
manufacturing--i.e., the service - producing sector- -the wage effects of
unionism are large and show little evidence of being offset through more
unemployment or lesser growth in earnings. In manufacturing, however,
the wage differentials between union and nonunion operatives -- being,
somewhat smaller at the beginning of the period--may possibly be reduced
to a level which is more consistent with the overall estimates of Lewis
(1963).

As was found for craftsmen, among white operatives only a small
proportion of the gross union-nonunion differential can be Attributed
to different personal and situational characteristics of covered and
noncovered workers. In contrast, as much as one-third of the gross
union-nonunion difference in hourly earnings among black operatives in
manufacturing is eliminated when personal and situational characteristics
are held constant--i.e., the wage differential declines from 34 to 23
percent (Table 6). This intercolor differende, of course, is consistent
with the historically greater selectivity of the trade union movement
among black workers than among white workers.

laborers

The net effects of collective bargaining on the earnings of laborers
were also substantial, but they varied considerably by race (Table 5).
Among whites, the net union-nonunion differential in 1969 hourly earnings
was 52 percent--13 percentage points greater than the effect among white
craftsmen and more than 20 perdentage points greater than the effect
among white operatives. The comparable union advantage among blacks,
in contrast, was only 14 percent--smaller than the effects among black
craftsmen and operatives. The effects of unionism on other dimensions
of total earnings, however, were working systematically to reduce
union-nonunion differences in- annual earnings among whites, and to widen
the union advantage among blacks.

While white union laborers,averaged 5.8 weeks of unemployment, for
example--three weeks more than their nonunion counterparts--black union
laborers averaged about one-half week of unemployment--almost five and
one-half weeks less than their nonunion counterparts. Likewise, while
white union laborers were a third (47 versus 34 percent) more likely to
experience a spell of unemployment than comparable nonunion laborers,
black union laborers were only half as likely as their nonunion
counterparts to have experienced any unemployment (25 versus 47 percent).
In addition, the data on hours usually worked per week suggest that

211.
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the union advantage among black laborers was larger than the 14 percent
estimated on the basis of hourly earnings.21

V COMPARISON OF RACIAL DibkERENCES IN THE UNION AND NONUNION
SECTORS

In the preceding section it has not been possible to examine racial
differences in earnings within the union and nonunion sectors of the
labor market.22 Nonetheless, it has been observed that unionism is
often differentially effective for blacks and whites--e.g., in terms of
reducing susceptibility to unemployment. Yet,while unions may in some
cases be more advantageous for blacks than whites, this does not mean
that there are no racial differences in a particular dimensionf
labor market experience in the unionized sector. On the contrary, as
-Ashenfelter has also noted, it may simply mean that there is "less
discriminatidh against black workers in.the average unionized labor
market than in the,average nonunion labor market, but not that
discrimination is absent from the former. "23

The purpose of this section of the analysis is to compare racial
differences in several dimensions of labor market experience among
comparable whites and blacks in the union sector, with racial differences
among comparable whites and blacks in the nonunion sector. The dimensions
of experience that are examined are the same ones explored in the
preceding section. It should be noted, however, that racial differences
within the union sector cannot capture whatever effects unionism may
have that result from discrimination in access to union membership.

Data displaying the estimates of gross, and net racial differences
in each aspect of labor market experience are presented by occupation
and-collective bargaining status in Table 7. The-regression results
from which these estimates were obtained, presented in Appendix A, are
the same as-those used for the oalculation of the net effects of
collective bargaining coverage. The procedure used to move from the

21_
The small number Of sample cases of laborers covered by

collective bargaining precludes our analysis of union effects within
industry'groups.

22
In the preceding section our standardization for comparable

.

characteristics was done within, not across, racial groups. -Thus, for
example, unionized whites were not made comparable to unionized _blacks.
For a more technical explanation, see footnote 24 below.

23Ashenfelter (1972), p. 462.
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Table 7 Estimated Neta Racial Dif

Experience

ferences in Selected Earnings and Employment

, by Occupation and Collective Bargaining Coverageb

Earnings or employment

experience

Craftsmen Operatives Laborers

Union Nonunion Union Nonunion Union Nonunion

Average hourly earnings, 1969

$4.28 $2.96 $3.50 $2.62 $3.52 $2.25a) White mean-actual

b) Black mean-actual

c) Black mean-estimated

with white

opportunitiesc

3.38

4.18

2.49

2.92

2.99

3.32

2.22

2.62

2.79

3.38

1.90

2.15

Gross racial differential

[100(a/b)-100] 27% 19% 17% 18% 26% 18%

Net race effect

[100(c/b).-100] 25% 18% 12% 18% 22% 13%

Percentage change in hourly

9.7 13.1 9.5 14.4 8.2 15.3

earnings, 1969-70

a) White mean-actual

b) Black mean - actual,

c) Black mean-estimated

with white

opportunitiesd

e

e

10.1

5. -6

5.6

4.1

13.7

11.3-

12.1

2.2

19.8

10.9

Gross racial difference [a -b] . e 3.0 3.9 0.7 - 3.9 - 4.5

Net race effect [c-b] e - 4.5 - 1.5 - 2.4 - 9.9 - 8.9

Likelihood of unemployment between

.19 .19 .26 .21 .47 .34

1969 and 1970 surveys

a) White mean-actual

b) Black mean-actual

c-) Black mean-estimated

with white

opportunitiesc

e

e

.26

.25

.32

.24

.35

.21

.25

.44

.47

.29

Gross racial difference Ca-b1 e - .07 - .06 - .14 .22 - .13

Net race effect [c-b] e - .01 - .08 - .14 .19 - .18

Number of weeks unemployed between

2.3 1.8 2.2 2.1 5.8 2.7

1969 and 1970 surveys

a) White mean-actual

b) Black mean-actual

c) Black mean-estimated

with white

opportunitiesc

e

e

3.9

2.4

3.9

1.8

4.6

1.4

0.6

5.3

6.0

2.0

Gross racial difference [a -bl e - 2.1 - 1.7 - 2.5 5.2 - 3.3

Net race effect rc-b] e - 1.5 - 2.1 - 3.2 4.7 - 4.0

Table continued on next page.
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Table 7 Continued

a The differences shown are "net" in the sense of indicating the white/black

difference after other characteristics have been held constant by regression

analysis. These characteristics are industry group, education, occupational

training, labor market experience, high school curriculum, tenure, occupational

information, health, region of residence, and size of local labor market.

b The universe for the analyses of average hourly earnings in 1969 and usual hours

worked per week is respondents 17 to 27 years of age, not enrolled in school and

employed as blue collar wage and salary workers in the 1969 survey week. For

the.analyses of unemployment and change in average hourly earnings the universe

is further confined to those employed at the time of the 1970 survey. Since

nonrespondents on any of the variables included in the regressions are excluded,

the "actual" means shown here may differ slightly from those displayed in

Tables 1-4.

c The estimate is calculated by evaluating the regression equation for white

respondents at the mean value of the yariables for black respondents--within each

unionization-occupation group.

d In addition to the description in footnote c, the calculation is based on

evaluating the white equation at the estimated average hourly earnings of the

black workers, which are shown on line c of the first panel of this table.

e Means and differe'Ines not shown where base represents fewer than 25 sample cases.
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gross racial difference to the net difference was identical to the one
used to adjust the gross union-nonunion differences to net differences.

Thus, for example, we estimate what a black craftsmen covered by
collective bargaining would earn if his wages were determined in the
same way as those of his white counterpart by evaluating the wage,
regression equation for white union workers at the mean values for
black union craftsMen.2' In contrast to the earlier presentation
(Tables 5 and 6) in which we showed the net effect of collective

bargaining, here we display the net effect of race (i.e., the net effect
"of being white"). One may, of course, label this as the effect of

t.
racial discrimination.

Underlying, all of the findings discussed below is a complex set of
effects displayed in the individual regression equations (Tables A-1 to
A-5). For example, while irrespective of collective bargaining coverage,
the gain to the wages of blacks from living outside of the South is
larger than for whites, the differential gain is larger among the
unionized. This, of course, is consistent with unions in the North
being more racially egalitarian than their Southern counterparts. Both
labor market knowledge and experience yield greater payoffs for whites
than for blacks, and the racial difference seems more pronounced among

24
It must be noted that the procedure used here may yield rather

different numerical estimates from those used to isolate the "pure"
effect of collective bargaining. Thus, it is not legitimate to employ,
say, the estimated earnings shown in Table 6 to assess racial differences,
holding all other things constant. This may be demonstrated by reference
to the-following equations, using the hourly earnings equation as an
example. Consider the four estimated equations for white union (WU),
white nonunion (WNU), black union (BU) and black nonunion (BNU) workers,
respectively.

A A
(1) WUE (f ) = a. .f (2) WNUE (f

2
) = E 5-e

2i'

A A
(3) EN (E3) = y. , (4) ERN' (f4) = 6. X. To assess the net

3. 3i 3. 4i
impact of unionism (collective bargaining) on hourly earnings we compared

_* A -* A
f with E

2
= 5E and with E4 = E y 5? for whites and blacks,ai 2i 3 i 4i

respectively. To calculate net racial differentials within the union
and nonunion sectors, respectively, we compare El with Ei =

A A _ _*
E X3i and E-2 with E4 = E $i Y4i. Clearly, E2 and E4 cannot be used

to examine the net racial differentials in the nonunion sector because
they have not been calculated "holding all other racial differences
constant." Furthermore, it is clear that Ej and f4Awill only be equal

under very special circumstances, e.g -., when each
Si

equals its

A
counterpart yi.
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workers not covered by collectively bargained agreements. In contrast,
education appears to yield a greater monetary return among blacks than
among whites in the unionized sector, while the opposite is true for
the nonunionized. As a anal example, among workers covered by
collective bargaining, having completed a vocational curriculum in high
school yields a much larger (nearly three times) advantage to blacks
than to whites. Among the nonunionized there is no appreciable
intercolor difference in the impact of high school curriculum on
earnings.

Craftsmen

Gross racial differences in 1969 average hourly earnings are about
27 percent in favor of whites in the union sector of the labor market
and 19 percent in the nonunion sector, and the respective net race
effects are 25 and 18 percent. That is, within each sector, nearly all
of the black-white difference in hourly earnings is due to differential
treatment of (or "returns" to) the attributes of whites and blacks.
Thus, the net racial differentials among craftsmen imply somewhat greater
racial equality in the nonunion sector. This conclusion must be
tempered by our inability to analyze racial differences (according to
collective bargaining coverage) in other employment experiences because
of the small number of sample cases of unionized black craftsmen for
whom the relevant information is available.

Operatives

In terms of-1969 average hourly earnings, gross racial differentials
among operatives are about the same size in the unionized and nonunionized
-sectors and are somewhat smaller than- among craftsmen (Table 7). As
was found in the case-of craftsmen, in each sector the vast majority of
the white wage advantage is attributable to racially unequal effects of
the characteristics of workers. However, in contrast to the conclusion
concerning craftsmen, the evidence on net racial wage differentials
among operatives indicates greater racial equality among those covered
by collective bargaining than among those not covered. That is,
eliminating the racial differentials in treatment in the union sector
would. reduce the white wage advantage from 17 to 5 percent, but the
same change in the nonunion sector would reduce it from 18 to 0 percent.
This intersector difference-is somewhat attenuated by the data relevant
to hourly earnings giowth insofar as the white. wage advantage widened
more between 1969 and 1970 among the unionized.

The data with respect to unemployment suggest that hourly earnings
information probably understate the racial differentials in annual
earnings, because black workers experienced more and longer spells of
joblessness, irrespective of unionization status. Consistent with the
wage data, the unemployment data imply greater racial equality in the
union sector- -i.e., the black-white difference is larger among those
not covered by collective bargaining. In sum, among young operatives
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it is clear that the relative annual earnings disadvantage of blacks
is diminishedly collective bargaining coverage.

Laborers

The evidence on racial differences in hourly earnings among nonfarm
laborers yields nearly the same inference as was drawn for craftsmen,
namely that racial equality seems to be more prevalent among workers
not covered by collective bargaining agreements. Furthermore, it is
only among these unskilled workers that we observe any narrowing of the
black-white relative wage differential over the 1969-1970 period, with
the narrowing being of about the same magnitude for union and nonunion
workers. However, the unemployment data tell a different story than
the wage data so that unambiguous conclusions are not possible. More
specifically, among the unionized laborers susceptibility to and duration
of unemployment are actually higher for whites than for blacks, whereas
the opposite is true among the nonunionized.

VI SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study has been to examine the effects of
collective bargaining on the relative earnings and employment experience
of young blue collar males over the 1969-1970 period. Specifically, we
have examined the effects of collective bargaining on five dimensions
of labor market experience: (1) hourly rate of pay at the beginning of
the period; (2) hours usually worked per week; (3) likelihood of being
unemployed during the 12-month period; (4) duration of unemployment;
and (5) growth in hourly earnings during the period. Additionally, we
have examined the relationship between unionism and racial differentials
in these measures of labor market experience. In all cases, we have
attempted to ascertain the effects of collective bargaining on comparable
workers within each race group.

As an introduction to this analysis, the study highlighted "gross"
union-nonunion differences in several dimensions of labor market
experience during the period. In addition to the five listed above,
union- nonunion- differences in number of weeks worked, occupational

status, provisions for overtime pay premiums, level of job satisfaction,
frequency of voluntary turnover, and incidence of layoff were presented
by major occupational category and race. Union-nonunion differences in
a wide range of personal and situational characteristics--i.e., education,

training, amount of labor market experience, tenure, extent of occupational

information, health, industry, region of residence, and size of community
of residence--were also presented and discussed.

The findings of this study leave little doubt that collective
bargaining coverage has a substantial net impact on the hourly earnings
of both white and black blue collar males in the early stages of their
work careers. Furthermore, among blacks, there is considerable



evidence that the unionized experienced a good deal less unemployment
than their nonunionized counterparts. In terms of average hourly
earnings, our estimates of the relative net advantage of the unionized
range from 14 percent among black nonfarm laborers to 52 percent among
white nonfarm laborers, with the figure for operatives and craftsmen
falling in the 20-40 percent range. Our data suggest some net narrowing
of these wage differentials during the 1969-1970 period, probably partly
as a result of the small deferred wage increases built into union
contracts renegotiated in 1968-1969.25

-.thin major occupational categories the union earnings advantage
was found to vary substantially according to major industry division,
being noticeably smaller in manufacturing than in construction.
Although young black men working in blue collar jobs covered by
collective bargaining clearly are better off than their counterparts in
noncovered jobs, our analysis does not yield an unambiguous answer to
the question of whether the disadvantage of blacks relative to whites
is greater in the unionized or nonunionized sector. The data on hourly
earnings among craftgmen and laborers (but not operatives) tend to
support a hypothesis of greater racial equality in the nonunion sector.
In contrast, the data on unemployment of operatives and laborers suggest
greater racial equality in the union sector. Thus, we are not as
confident about the impact of unionization on racial inequality in
annual income as some writers, e.g., Hill (1974), seem to .be.

Overall, our findings are in accord with several recent studies
which have demonstrated greater effects of unionism on relative earnings
than were estimated by Lewis (1963). Ashenfelter (1973) and Stafford
(1968) used microeconamic data to estimate union effects on the earnings
of blue collar workers during the 1960's which exceeded those of Lewis.
Similarly, a study by Ryscavage (1974) using data on 1973 earnings
contains estimates of union wage effects ranging from 20 to 45 percent
among male blue collar workers.

Of course, our findings are not strictly comparable to those of
previous research. For one- thing, they are based on a restricted age
cohort of blue collar males - -young men who were between 17 and 27 years
old in 1969--for whom the effects of unionism may well be below average
because their generally short tenure leaves them relatively unprotected
by the powerful seniority arrangements in the union sector. Thus, the
findings are not necessarily generalizable to all blue collar males.
On the other hand, for this particular cohort, our findings probably
yield a better- estimate_ of the impact of unionism since, to the best of
our knowledge, ours is the only study based on micro data that uses
collective bargaining coverage rather than union membership as the
criterion of organization.

2 5For discussion of the practice of "front-loading" new contracts,
see EStey (1970).
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Table A-1 Regression Results: Determinants of 1969 Average Hourly
Earnings, by Race and-Collective B4rgaining Coverages

(t-ratios in parentheses)

Explanatory variables
b WHITES BLACKS

Union Nonunion Union Nonunion

Craftsmen 0.64* 0.35* 0.45** 0.41*
( 3.74) ( 3.06) ( 2.02) ( 3.39)

Operatives 0.23 0.16- 0.37** 0.16**
( 1.51) ( 1.39) ( 2.14) ( 1.88)

Construction 0.94* 0.48* 1.48* 0.14
( 7,85) ( 4.28) ( 6.25).25, ( 1.17)

Manufacturing - 0.26** 0.30* 0.23 0.07
(- 1.92) ( 3.57) ( 1.24) ( 0.79)

Highest year of school
completed 0.04 0.17* 0.13* 0.10*

( 0.84) ( 5.76) ( 2.62) ( 3.97)
Occupational training
prior to 1969 - 0.04 - 0.05 - 0.18- - 0.01

(- 0.39) (- 0.64) (- 1.29) (- 0.06)
Vocational curriculum 0.17 - 0.03 0.54* - 0.09

( 1.13) (- 0.23) ( 2.83) (- 0.74)
Labor market experience 0.07* 0.12* 0.05** 0.03*

Tenure with 1969 employer
( 3.22)

0.02

( 8.61)
0.03

( 1.

0.04
89) 2.(

0.0038)

( 0.76) ( 1.52) ( 0.83) ( 0.15)
Occupational information 0.02** 0.02* - 0.00 0.00

( 2.18) ( 2.85) (- 0.11) ( 0.261
No health limitation, 1969 0.04 0.09 - 0.01 0.18

( 0.24) ( 0.91)- (- 0.05) ( 1.31)
Residence in South, 1969 - 0.42* - 0.17** - 0.77* - 0.43*

(- 2.98) (- 2.01) (- 4.92) (- 3.94)
Residence in large city,

1969 0.21** 0.35* 0.29** 0.16
( 1.85) ( 3.79) (, 1.88) ( 1.50)

Constant 1.81* - 0.95* 0.79 0.82**
( 3.24) (- 2.80) ( 1.28) ( 2.52)

-2
R .27 .32 .37 .23

F ratio 12.6 19.8 9.58 7.45

Total number of respondents- 415 531 193 275

Mean of dependent variable 3.72 2.68 3.00 2.16

a Respondents 17 to 27 years of-age not-enrolled in school and employed as
blue collar wage and salary workers in 1969.

b For a complete description of the variables and units of measurement, see
Glotsary and text;

* Significant at m< .01.
** Significant at .01 <:m < .05.
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Table A-2 Regression Results: Determinants of the Likelihood of
Unemployment between the 1969 and 1970 Surveys, by Race

and Collective Bargaining Coveragea

(t-ratios in parentheses)

Explanatory variablesb WHITES BLACKS

Union Nonunion Union Nonunion

Craftsmen -21.9* - 6.3 - 1.4 -23.3*
(- 3.00) (- 1.10) (- 0.11) (- 2.43)

Operatives -13.8** - 3.5 19.7 -12.9**
(- 2.08) (- o.6o) ( 2.15) (- 1.76)

Construction. 16.7 * 14.6* 32.4* 8.8
( 2.46) ( 2.65) ( 2.50) ( 0.94)

Manufacturing 0.8 0.9 .1.2 3.6
( 0.14) ( 0.23) ( 0.12) ( 0.52)

Highest year of school
completed - 3.8** - 1.4 - 5.5** - 1.8

(- 2.06) (- 1.03) (- 2.11) (- 0.89)
Occupational training,

1969-70 0.2 8.4x* 2.9 10.9
( 0.04) ( 2.15) -( 0.38) ( 1.46)

Vocational curriculum - 9.6- - 6.0 9.6 - 3.9
(- 1.54) (- 1.11) -( 1.04) (- 0.38)

Labor market experience - 1.7** - 0.7 - 3.4* - 1.1
(- 1.94) (- 1.01) (- 2.64) (- 0.95)

Tenure with 1969 employer - 2.7** - 4.5* - 4.54(4 - 4.00(
(- 2.11) (- 4.28) (- 1.72)- (- 2.16)

Occupational information 0.4 - 0.3 - 0.8 0.7
( 1.11) (- 1.13) (- 1.63) ( 1.33)

No health limitation, 1969 5.1 -12.7** - 2.3 -20.8
( o.6o) (- 2.19) (- 0.20) (- 1.34)

Residence in South, 1969 - 5.4 - 5.4 -12.2 - 4.3
(- 0.90. (- 1.33) (- 1.48) (- 0.46)

Residence in large city,
1969 5.4 9.6** 1.5 - 2.6

( 1.16) ( 2.12) ( 0.19), (- 0.29)
COriAini- 76.9* 68.5* ' 125.7* 79.6*

( 3.22) ( 3.94) ( 3.96) ( 2.65)
--2
R 0.08 0.10 0.18 0.04

F ratio 3.68 5.01 3.58 1.72

Total number of respondents 387 475 156 247

Mean of dependent variable 27.1 22.2 27.0 37.1

a ReapOndents 17 to 27 years of age not enrolled in schdol and employed as
blue collar wage and salary workers in _1969 and 1970.

b For a complete:description of the variables and units of measurement, see
Glossary-and text.

* _Significant_at_cv< .01.
)Hf Significant at -01 <jm < ,05.
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Table A..:3 Regression Results: Determinants of Weeks Unemployed
between 1969 and 1970 Surveys, by Race and Collective

Bargaining Coveragea

(t-ratios in parentheses)

Explanatory variablesb WHITES BLACKS

Union Nonunion Union Nonunion

Craftsmen - 2.5** 0.3 0.8 - 2.0
(- 2.18) ( 0.33) ( 0.29) (- 1.03)

Operatives - 2.8* 0.1 3.9* - 1.6
(- 2.67) ( 0.16) ( 2.05) (- 1.12)

Construction 2.4-** 1.3 2.1 2.7
( 2.22) ( 1.51) ( 0.79) ( 1.46)

Manufacturing 1.1 0.7 0.9 1.1
( 1.23) ( 1.03) ( 0.42) ( 0.80)

Highest year of school
completed - 0.6** - 0.7* 0.0 - 0.4

(- 1.97) (- 3.21) ( 0.05) (- 1.01)
Occupational training,
1969-70 - 0.6 1.2 - 0.3 0.0

(- 0.73) -( 1.96) (- 0.17) (- 0.03)
Vocational curriculum - 1.8** - 0.3 0.8 - 0.7

(- 1.75) (- 0.31) ( 0.41) (- 0.36)
Labor market experience - 0.3** - 0.2*-r - 0.4 - 0.5**

(- 2.01) (- 1.94) (- 1.49) (- 2.10)
Tenure with 1969 employer - 0.4** - 0.4** - 0.7 0.3

(- 1.80) (- 2.16) (- 1.31) ( 0.92)
Occupational information 0.1 0.0 - 0.3* 0.1

No health limitation, 1969
1.(

1.9
67) ( 0.07)

- 1.8**
( - 2.

- 0.4
52) 0.(

- 2.6
87)

( 1.43) (- 1.91) (- 0.15) (- o.83)
Residence in South, 1969 - 0.5 - 1.2 - 3.0 - 1.3

(- 0.47) (- 1;79) (.- 1.74) (- 0.70)
Residence in large city,
1969 0.3 1.3 0.0 - 0.5

( 0.47) ( 1.82) ( 0.02) (- 0.30)
Constant 8.5** 12.2* 12.7-** 13.7*

( 2.22) ( 4.36). ( 1.93) ( 2.29)
-2
R 0.06 0.05 0.11 0.00

F ratio 3.02 2.82 2.52 0.79

Total number of respondents 387 475 156 247

Mean of dependent variable 3.0 2.0 3.8 4.7

a Respondents 17 to 27_years of age not enrolled in school and employed as
blue collar wage_and salary wOriers in-1969 and 1970.

b _For a complete'description_of the- variables,and units of measurement-see
didssary and text.

* Significant at a < .01.
** Significant at -01 < a < .05.
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Table A-4 Regression Results: Determinants of Usual Hours Worked per
Week on 1969 Job, by Race and Collective Bargaining Coverage

(t-ratios in parentheses)

Explanatory variables
WHITES BLACKS

Union Nonunion Union Nonunion

Craftsmen 1.1 2.3 - 0.2
( 1.21) ( 2.92) -(- 1.38) (- 0.13)

Operatives 2.0* 4.7* - 1.1 2.1
( 2.53) ( 3.68) (- 0.91) ( 1.49)

Construction - 0.2 - 1.2 - 0.4 1.7
(- 0.25) (- 1.00) (- 0.25) ( 0.97)

Manufacturing' - 0.6 - 1.8** 2.9** 2.9**
(- 0.85) (- 1.98) ( 2.11) (' 2.23)

Highest year of school
completed 0.5** 0.1 - 0.1 0.6

( 2.15) ( 0.17) (- 0.35) ( 1.45)
Occupational training,
prior to 1969 - 1.6* - 1.0 3.6* - 3.2**

(- 2.78) (- 1.13) ( 3.62) (- 2.29)
Vocational curriculum 0.4 1.6 3.3 *- - 0.3

( 0.49) ( 1.30) (- 2.66) (- 0.14)
Labor market experience 0.3* 0.3** 0.0 0.4**

( 3.09) ( 2.09) (- 0.05) ( 2.05)
Tenure with 1969 employer 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.1 - 0.6

( 1.63) (- 1.31) (- 0.20 (- 1.72)
Occupational information 0.0 0.1 0.0 - 0.2

(- o.16) ( 1.38) (- 0.57) (- 2.35).
No health limitation, 1960: - 0.6 2.7** 3.1** 1.4

(- 0.54) ( 2.13) ( 2.00) ( 0.48)
Residence in South, 1969 0.4 0.9 1.3 6.0*

( 0.51) -( 1.04) ( 1.13) ( 3.44)
Residence in large city,

1969- - 0.8 0.5 0.2 3.2**
(- 1.42)

( 0.46) ( 0.17) ( 1.96)
Constant 34.7* 33.0* 39.4* 31.4*

( 12.14) ( 8.51) ( 9.17) -( 5.57)
-2
R 0.05 0.04 0.10 0.11

F ratio 2.68 2;63 2.37 3.40

Total number of respondents 387 475 156 247

Mean of dependent variable 41.8 43.3 42.2 42.2

a Respondents 17 to 27 years of age not enrolled in school and employed as
blue collar wage and salary workers in 1969.

b For-a complete description of the variables and units of measurement, see
Glossary and text.

* Significant at a < .01.
)HE Significant at .01-< a < .05.
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Table A-5 Regression Results,: Determinants of Percent Change in
Average Hourly Earnings 1969-1970, by Race and Collective

Bargaining-Coveragea

(t- ratios -in parentheses)

Explanatory variablesb
WHITES BLACKS

Union Nonunion Union Nonunion

Ciaftsmen 10.44t 0.9 17.6** - 2.0
( 2.01) ( 0.18) ( 1.87) (- 0.29)

Operatives 7.0 1.4 2.0 1.0
( 1.50) ( 0.26) ( 0.29) ( 0.17)

Construction 9.4 2.5 13.0 -14.9**
( 1.81) ( 0.49) ( 1.19) (- 2.08)

Manufacturing - 9.0** - 2.4 - 3.3 -22.5*
(- 2.41) (- 0.66) (- o.44) (- 4.57)

Highest year of school
completed - 2.1 2.6** 1.8 - 0.7

(- 1.54) ( 1.91) ( 0.83) (- 0.46)
Occupational training,
1969-70 - 0.7 3.3 - 2.0 - 0.9

(- 0.20) ( 0.95) (- 0.34) (- 0.16)
Vocational curriculwn 7.7 - 2.6 - 7.2

( 1.8o) (- 0.54) ( 1.30) (- 0.84)
Labor market experience 0.0 0.4 0.9 - 1.5

( 0.04) ( 0.65) ( 0.88) (- 1.75)
Tenure with 1969 employer 1.0 0.9 - 0.1 - 0.9

( 1.14) ( 1.00) (- 0.07) (- 0.71)
Occupational information 0.6* o.6** 0.1 0.6**

( 2.39) ( 2.3o) ( 0.22) ( 1.67)
No health limitation, 1969 - 0.3 10.0 13.4 22.8**

(- 0.05) ( 1.84) ( 1.25) ( 2.09)
Residence in South, 1969 0.0 2.0 -23.4* -21.44

( 0.01) ( 0.56) (- 3.34) (- 3.02)
Residence in large city,
1969 - 0.2 2.6 7.1 -14.3**

(- 0.07) ( 0.61) ( 1.08) (- 2.17)
Average hourly earnings

on 1969 job -11.6* -12.6* -23.0* -14.1*
(- 6.27) (- 6.68) (- 5.44) (- 3.42)

Constant 48.7* - 15.0 39.7 61.2*
( 2.75) (- 0.89) ( 1.53) ( 2.61)

-2
R .11 .10 .16 .19

F ratio 3.78 4.20 2.63 3.99

Total number of respondents 322 385 122 181

Mean of dependent variable 9.2 14.3 9.1 15.2

a Respondents not enrolled in-school and employed as blue collar wage, and
salary-wOrkers in 1969-and-1970.

b For a complete description of the variables and units of measurement., see
Glossary and text.

* _Significant_at a < .01.
** Significant at .01 < a < .05.
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APPENDIX C

GLOSSARY

AGE

Age of respondent.as of last birthday-prior to April 1, 1970.

"ANNUAL" _EARNINGS

The sum of wages, salaries, commissions and tips:(before
deduction)' earned by the respondent during the 12-month
period prior to the survey.

ATTRITION RATE

The attrition rate between year x and year is the proportion_
of respondents interviewed in year x who were not
reinterviewed, for whatever reason,-in_year x. The
"noninterview rate" between,year x and year is the
proportion of respondents in year x who were not interviewed
in year for reasons other than entry into the armed forces.

AVERAGE HOURLY EARNINGS: See HOURLY RATE OF PAY

CLASS OF WORKER

Wage and,Salary Worker

A person working for a rate of pay per time-unit,
commission, tips, payment in kind, or piece rates for
a priVate employer or any government unit.

Self - employed_ Worker

A-person vorking intia own-unincorporated business,
profession, or trade, or operating a farm for_profit
or fees-.

Unpaid Fami4-_Worker

A person working_ without pay on-a farm or in a business
operated by a member of-the household to whom he is
related by-blood -or- marriage.

COLOR

In this report the term "blacks" refers only to_Negroea;_
"whites" refers to Caucasians. Thus,thereis a difference
in terminology between this report and the first two volumes
of this series in which "blacks" referred to the group now
referred to in U.S. Government reports as "Negro and other
races."

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT: See HIGHEST YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED
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EMPLOYED: See LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS

HEALTH
A binary variable assigned the value "1" if the respondent
reported no work limiting health condition in 1970 or if a
reported condition was of a shorter duration than one year,
and the value "0" otherwise.

HIGHEST YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED
The highest year finished by the respondent in "regular"
school, where years of school completed are denoted in
integer units (e.g., a high school graduate who did not
enter college is coded as 12).

HOURLY RATE OF PAY

Compensation--in dollars--for work performed. This is
limited to wage and salary workers because it is virtually
impossible to ascertain to what extent the earnings of the
self-employed are wages as opposed to other kinds of returns.
If a time unit other than an hour was reported, hourly rates
were computed by first converting the reported figure into
a weekly rate and then dividing by the number of hours
usually worked per week.

INDUSTRY

-JOB

There are 12 one-digit-level classes

Census' functional classification of
of nature of final product. In this
were used to distinguish, on the one
industry from all others, and on the
industries from all'others.

of the Bureau of the
employers on, the basis
study, binary variables
hand, the construction
other hand, manufacturing

A continuous period of service with a given employer.
Current (or Last) Job

For those respondents who were employed during
the survey week: the job held during the survey
week. For those respondents who were either
unemployed or out of the labor force: the most
recent job.

KNOWLEDGE OF THE WORLD OF WORK: See OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION TEST

LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS

In the Labor. Force

All respondents who were either employed or unemployed
during the survey week.
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-Employed

All respondents who during the survey week were
either (1) "at work"'--those who did any work
for pay or'profit or worked without pay for 15
hours or more on a family farm or business; or
(2) "with a job but not at work"--those who did
not work and were not looking-for work, -but had
a job or business from which they were temporarily
absent because Of vacation, illness, industrial
dispute, bad weather, or because they were taking_
time off.for'various other reasons.

Unemployed

All respondents who did not work at all during
the survey week and (1) either were looking or
had looked for a job in the-four-Week period
prior to the survey; (2) were waiting to be
recalled to-a job from which they were_laid off;,
or (3) were waiting,to report to-a new job within
30 days.

Out of the Labor-Force

All respondents who were neither employed nor unemployed
during the week.

LABOR MARKET EXPERIENCE

The total number of years between the time the respondent
left school and 1969. For the purpose of this study the
variable was computed as (AGE-EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT-5), and
thus it actually is "potential" experience since it abstracts
from discontinuities in formal schooling and from military
service subsequent to schooling.

LARGE CITY

A' binary variable denoting the 'size of the population in the
area in which the respondent resided _in 1969. The variable
was assigned the value "1" if the area had a (1960) labor
force containing at least_300,000 persons which corresponds
approximately to areas with populations of 500,000 or more.

NONUNIONIZED: See UNIONIZED

OCCUPATION

The ten occupation-groUps are the ten_one-digit classes used
by the Bureau_of the Census in the 1960_Census. The four
types of Occupation are white collar (professional and
technical workers; managers', officials,, and proprietors;
clerical workers; and sales workers)_; blue collar(craftsmen
and foremen, operatives, and nonfarm laborers); service;
and farm (farmers, farm managers, and farm laboreTs777--
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OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION TEST (measured in 1966 survey only)
A series of questions designed to measure the extent of the
respondent's information about the labor market. First, the
respondent is asked to choose one of several job descriptions
that best matches each of 10 specified job titles. Second,
lie is asked to indicate the amount of regular schooling

typically achieved by men in each of the occupations. Third,
he chooses from a pair of occupations the one in which he
thinks average annual earnings is higher. For scoring
procedures see Kohen and Breinich, "Knowledge of the World
of Work."

OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING-OUTSIDE SCHOOL
Program(S) taken-outside the regular school system-for other
than social or recreational purposes. Sponsoring agents
include government,_ unions, and business enterprises. A
training course sponsored by a company must last at least
six weeks to be considered a "program."

PSU (PRIMARY SAMPLING UNIT)

One of the 235 areas of the country from which the sample
for this study was drawn; usually an SMSA (standard
metropolitan_ statistical area) or a county.

SATISFACTION WITH JOB, LEVEL OF

Respondent's report of his feelings toward his job when
confronted with the following four alternatives: "like it
very much, like it fairly well, dislike it somewhat, dislike
it very much." When used as a binary variable, the first
response is characterized as "highly satisfied" in distinction
to all of the others.

SELF-EMPLOYED: See CLASS OPWORKERS

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS OF OCCUPATION
An index devised by Duncan which assigns a two-digit status
score to each three-digit occupational category in the
Census classification scheme. For details see O. D. Duncan,
"A Socioeconomic Index for All Occupations," in A. J. Reiss
Jr., et al., Occupations and Social Status (New York: Free
Press of Glencoe, 1961).
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SOUTH

A binary _variable characterizing the Census region of residence
of the respondent in 1969.- It was assigned the value "1" if
the respondent lived in the District_ot Columbia or one of
the following states: Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida,
Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas,
Louisiana, Oklahoma or Texas.

SURVEY WEEK

For convenience, the term "survey week" is used to denote
the calendar week preceding the date of interview. _In the
conventional terminology of the Bureau of the CensUs, it
means "reference week."

TENURE

The total number of years spent by the respondent in the job
in which he was employed during the 1969 (or 1970) survey
week.

TRAINING: See OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING

UNEMPLOYED: See LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS

UNEMPLOYMENT
Rate

The proportion of-the labor force classified as
unemployed;

-Spell of

A continuous period of unemployment of at least one
-week's duration.

Weeks of

Number of weeks during which the respondent reported
that he was looking for work or -on lay-off from a job.

UNIONIZED

As used in this study, the term refers to a worker whose
wages (salary) were set by a collective-bargaining agreement.
It does not refer exclusively to workers who were members of
the union or employee association that participated in
reaching the collectively bargained agreement.

UNPAID FAMILY WORKER:. See CLASS OF WORKER

VOCATIONAL TRAINING OUTSIDE SCHOOL: See OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING OUTSIDE
SCHOOL

WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS: See CLASS OF WORKER

WAGE RATE: See HOURLY RATE OF PAY
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WEEKS IN LABOR FORCE

Cumulative number of weeks that the respondent reported that
he was either working, looking for work, or on lay-off from
a job.
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APPENDIX D

ATTRITION FROM THE SAMPLE

Of the 5,225 membc-s of the sample interviewed in 1966,-3,993
were reinterviewed in 1970. The sample has thus-diminished by about.
one-fourth (22 percent of the whites and 28 percent of-the blacks)'
(Table D-1).1,2 As has been noted in previous reports, this proportion
considerably overstates the error involved in using the sample to
represent the national civilian population of men 18 to 28 years of
age in 1970 because about half of the noninterviewees had entered the
armed forces.3' About 4 percent of the initial sample refused (by 1970)
to continue their participation in the survey, another 3 percent could
not be located by CensusA.nterviewers, and an additional 4 percent
were not interviewed for other reasons.4

As has been indicated in earlier volumes, the likelihood of
dropping out of the $ample for each of the several reasons mentioned
above varies systematically according to a number of characteristics of
the young men. Irrespective of color, young men who were students in
1966 were more likely than those out of school to have dropped from

1
In this report the term "blacks" refers exclusively to Negroes;

"whites" refers to Caucasians. This terminology is the same as that
used in the third and fourth volumes in the series, but different from
that used in the first two volumes, in which "blacks" referred to the
_group-now shown in U.S. Government reports-as."Negro lend-other races."

2
This report departs from the format of earlier volimcs by

displaying only sample sizes, rather than population estimatet. With
the exception of the attrition discussion, all analyses have been
performed by applying the appropriate population weight to each sample
case.

3On the other hand, the national civilian population of men 18 to
28 in 1970 includes some men who were not surveyed in the initial

sample,-namely those who were 14 to 24-and in the armed forces in 1966.

These reasons include temporary absence from the home,-
institutionalization, and death.
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Table D-1 Interview Status 1970 by Interview. Status 1967-1969
and Color: All Respondents in the Initial (1966)

Samples

Interview status 1970
and 1967-69

WRITES
. _

BLACKS.

Percent
_of

total

Percent:
of

subtotal,

Percent
of

total

Percent
of .

subtotal

Interviewed 1970 78- 100 72 100
Interviewed last in 1969 73 92 63 88
Interviewed,last 34 1968_ 2' 3 4 5
_Interviewed _last in 1967 2 3 ,3 5
Interviewed last in 1966 1 2 1 ,2-

Not interviewed 1970 22 100 28 100
. Irtterviewed last in 1969 6 9 32

Interviewed= last in 1968_ 6 29 -9 30
Interviewed last in 1967 6 26 7 .23

Interviewed last in 1966 4 17 4 15
Total percent 100 --- 100 ---
Total_nutber of
respondents 3,734 --- 1,438 ---

a The total sample in 1966 consisted of 5,225 men 14 to 24 years
of age. This table excludes 53 respondents who are classified
as neither white nor black (e.g., Chinese Americans, Anerican
Indians).
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the sample as of 1970. This is a function of the aging of the sample
and the consequently greater eligibility for entrance to the armed
forces of those who were students in 1966. Among 1966 students the
attrition rate due to entrance into the armed forces was about four-
and-one-half times the corresponding rate for 1966 nonstudents (Table
D-2). In general, blacks have had a higher net rate of attrition from
the sample than whites, despite the fact that blacks have exhibited a
higher return-to-the-sample rate. As has been pointed out in previous
volumes, this intercolor difference is not due to a different rate of
entrance to military service, but to a higher rate of "disappearance"
among blacks than among whites.

A detailed breakdown of the net attrition rate by selected
demographic characteristics is presented in Tables D-2 and D-3.
Above-average net attrition rates characterized the youngest (i.e.,
under 18) members of the sample, principally because of their
susceptibility to the military draft. Among black respondents attrition
has been particularly pronounced among youth residing outside of the
South at the initial interview,. Between the fourth (1969) and fifth
(1970) surveys, attrition was 'disproportionately high among young men
who left school between the third and fourth surveys and among those
who changed county (SMSA) of residence between 1968 and 1969.

Several aspects of the gross changes in the sample over time are
also noteworthy, because the net attrition rates do not reveal the
entire picture of changes in the sample's_size_and-composition. For
example, more than 9 percent of those interviewed in-1970 had been
noninterviewees in 1969 (Table D-1). In fact, over 5 percent of those
interviewed-in 1970 were not interviewed in either of the preceding
surveys 1968 and 1969). This phenomenon of recovering temporary
abSentees has grown, as we anticipated.5As can be seen from Table.D-41
the decline in-net year-to-year attrition has been produced principally
by a steady increase in the proportion and number of respondents
returning to the sample. These figures attest both to the diligence.
and expertise of the Census interviewers and to the cooperativeness of
the respondents: Stated in somewhat different terms these facts are
even more striking. Of the young men who were not interviewed in 1969
but were "eligible"6 for interviewin 1970, more than four-fifths were

5
See Kohen, Career Thresholds, vol. 4, p. 5.

6
For purposes of this discussion, those eligible for interview in

1970 were respondents who, in 1970, were in the civilian noninstitutional
population and who-had not been dropped from the sample due to '(1) a
refusal -to participate previously or (2) two consecutive (nonmilitary)

noninterviews previously,
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Table D-2 Attrition Rate between 1966 and 1970 by Reason and Selected Characteristics

of Respondents, 1966

1966-Characteristic

Total number

of sample

cases, 1966

Noninterview rate Armed

forces

Total

attrition

rate

Refusal Unable to

locate

Totala

All respondents

White 3,734 4 2 9 12 22

Black 1,438 4 6 16 13 28

Enrolled in school

White= 2,334 4 1 8 17 25-

Slack 834 14 5 13 19 32

Not enrolled in school

White 1,400 6 3 12- 4 16

-Black 604 4 7 19 4 24

Studeht, 14-17 years old

White '1,625 4 2 8 18 25

Black 708 4 5- 13
,

19 32

Student, 18-19 years.old

White 383 3 b 6 22 29

Black 87 3 3 9 21 30

Student, 20-24 -ears old

White 326 4 1 8 11 19_

Black 39 5 _3 10 15 26

Student, living in South

White 674 3 2 7 18 26

Black 597 1 5 lo 19 29

Student, living in non-South

-White 1,660 4 1 8 17 25

Black 237 10 5 20 17 38

Nonstudent, 14-17 years old

White 162 6 4 16 16 31

Black 124 6 9- 28 9 37

Nonstudent, 18-19 years old

White- 294 3 2 11 8 19

Black- 144 4 5 14 10 24

Nonstudent, 20-24 years old

White 944 6 2 12 1 13

Black 336 4 7 18 1 19

Nonstudent, living in South

White 459 6 4 13 _4 17

Black 411 2 5 14 5 20

Nonstudent, living in

non-South

-White 941 .5 2 12 4 16

Black 193 9 10 3o 3 33

a- Total includes some respondents who were not interviewed for other reasons including

temporary absence, institutionalization and death.

b Between 0.1 and 0.5 percent.
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Table D-3 Attrition Rate between 1969 and 1970 by Reason and Selected Characteristics

of Respondents, 1969

1969 Characteristic
Total number

of sample

cases, 1969

Noninterview rate Armed

forces

Total

attrition

rate

Refusal Unable to

locate

Total a

All respondents

White 3,933 1 2 3 4 8
Black 1 ,057 1 5 7 5 13

, Student 1968 and 1969

White 973 b 1 2 5 8
Black 259 1 2 4 5 9

Student 1968, nonstudent 1969

White 354 1 2 2 13 16
Black 147 o 5 6 14 20

Nonstudent 1968 and 1969

White 1,380 1 2 3 2 5
Black 565 1 6 8 2 11

Married, 1968 and 1969

White 628 1 1 2 0 2
Black 131 2 5 8 0 8

Never married, 1969

White .1 ,674 1 2 4 7 11
Black 717 1 5 7 7 14

Never married 1968, married

1969

White 537 b 1 2 2 4
Black 169 1 2 5 4 8

Migrant 1968-1969

White 275 0 3 4 6 10
Black 74 0 15 16 7 23

Nonmigrant 1968-1969

White 2,652 1 1 3 4 7
Black 982 1 4 6 5 11

Student 1969, nonmigrant

1968-1969

White 1,006 1 1 3 5 8

Black 268 2 2 4 5 9
Nonstudent 1969, migrant

1968-1969

White 192 0 4 4 6 10
Black 63 0 18 19 8 27

Nonstudent 1969, nonmigrant

1968-1969

White 1,646 1 2 3 4 7
Black 714 1 5 7 5 12

a Total includes some respondents who were not interviewed for other reasons including
temporary absence, institutionalization and death.

b Between 0.1 and 0.5 percent.
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Table D-4 Gross and Net Changes in Sample Size, by Race and
Survey Year

Survey year and interview
status

Total
number

of
respondents

Percent
of

initial
sample

WHITES

Interviewed 1966, not interviewed 1967 305 8%2

Interviewed 1967, not interviewed 1968 359 9.6
Not interviewed 1967, interviewed 1968 47 1.3
Net attrition 1967-1968 . 312 8.3

Interviewed 1968, not interviewed 1969 .322 8.6
Not interviewed 1968, interviewed 1969 138 3.7
Net attrition 1968-1969 184 4.9

Interviewed 1969, not interviewed 1970 222 5.9
Not interviewed 1969, interviewed.1970 212 5.7
Net attrition 1969 -1970

Net attrition 1966-1970

10

811

0.2

21.7
on,

BLACKS

Interviewed 1966, not interviewed 1967 125 8.7

Interviewed 1967, not interviewed 1968 176 12.2
Not interviewed 1967, interviewed 1968 26 1.8
Net attrition 1967-1968 150 10.4

Interviewed 1968$ not interviewed 1969 177 12.3
Not interviewed 1968, interviewed 1969 71 4.9
Net attrition 1968-1969 106 7.4

Interviewed 1969, not interviewed 1970 129 9.0
Not interviewed 1969, interviewed 1970 103 7.2
Net attrition 1969-1970 26 1.8

Net attrition 1966-1970 407 28.3
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actually interviewed and this proportion rises to nine-tenths when one
focuses on those who were in the armed forces in 1969.

Finally, it is of interest to note that some changes in the
sample's composition as a result of selective attrition actually are
smaller than they would have been in the absence of respondents
returning to the sample. First, black respondents have had a higher
return-to-the-sample rate than whites, partially offsetting the higher
gross attrition among blacks. Second, as suggested above, many of the
returnees are young men who entered military service subsequent to the
initial interview, and entrance to the military during this period is
closely related to several important demographic characteristics. For
example, while net attrition has been above average among respondents
18 and 19 years of age in 1966, their return rate also has been
disproportionately high.
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLING, INTERVIEWING AND ESTIMATING PROCEDURES

The Survey of Work'Experience of Young Men is one of four
longitudinal- surveys sponsored by the Manpower Administration of the
U.S. DePartment of Labor. Taken together these surveys comprise the
National Longitudinal-Strveys.

The 1970 survey was the fifth of a series of six annual interviews
conducted for the Survey of Work Experience of Young Men. The respondents
were-between the ages of 14 and-24 at the time of the first interview
conducted in 1966; thus, the age range in 1970 was 18 to 28.

The Sample Design

The National Longitudinal Surveys are based on a- -multi -stage
probability sample located in 235 sample areas comprising 485 counties
and independent cities representing every state and the District of
Columbia. The 235 sample areas were selected by grouping all of the
nation's counties and independent cities into about 1,900 primary
sampling units (PSU's) and further forming 235 strata of one or more
PSU's that are relatively homogeneous according to socioeconomic
characteristics. Within each of the strata a single PSU was selected
by chance to represent the stratum. Within each PSU a probability
sample of housing units was selected to represent the civilian
noninstitutionalized population.

Since, one of the survey requirements wac to provide separate
reliable statisticslca' Negroes and other races, households in
predominantly Negro and other race enumeration districts (ED's) were
selected at ,a rate three times that for households in predominantly
white ED's. The sample was designed to provide approximately 5,000
interviews for each of the four surveys--about 1,500 Negroes and other
races and 3,500 whites. When this requirement was examined in light
of the expected number of persons in each age-sex color group it was
found that approximately 42,000 households would be required in order
to find the requisite number of Negroes and other races in each

age-sex group.

An initial sample, of about 42,000 housing units was-selected and a
screening interview took place in March and April 1966. Of this number

about 7,500 units were found to be vacant, occupied by persons whose
usual residence was elsewhere4i.changed from residential use, or demolished.

On the other hand, about 900 additional units were-found which had been
created within existing living space or had been changed from what was
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previously nonresidential space. Thus, 35,360 housing units were
available for interview; of these, usable information was collected for
34,622 households, a completion rate of 98.0 percent.

The original plan called for using this initial screening to select
the sample for all sample groups. On reflection it was decided to
rescreen the sample in the fall of 1966 prior to the first interview of
males 14 to 24. Males in the upper part of that age group are the most
mobile group in the entire population and a seven-month delay between
the initial screening and the first interview seemed to invite problems.

To increase efficiency, it was decided to stratify the sample for
the rescreening by the presence or eJsence of a 14- to 24-year-old male
in the household. The probability is Exeat that a household which
contained a 14- to 24-year-old in March will also have one in September.
However, we had to insure that the sample also represented persons who
had moved into sample households in the intervening period, so that a
sample of addresses which had no 14- to 24-year-old males was also
included in the screening, operation.

This phase of the screening began in early September 1966. Since
a telephone number had been recorded for most households at the time
of the initial interview, every attempt was made to complete the short
screening interview by telephone.

Following this screening operation, 5,704 males age 14 to 24 were
designated to be interviewed for the Survey of Work Experience. These
were sampled differentially within four strata: whites in white ED's
(i.e., ED's which contained predominantly white households), Negroes
and other races in white ED's, whites in Negro and other races ED's,
and Negroes and other races in Negro and other races ED's.

The Field Work

Three hundred and twenty-five interviewers were assigned to this
panel. Many of the procedures and the labor force and socioeconomic
concepts used in this survey were identical or similar- to those used
in the Current Population Survey (CPS); all the interviewers selected
to work on this survey had CPS experience and most of them (92.3 percent)
had also worked on at least one of the earlier panels of the National
Longitudinal Surveys. Consequently, the quality of the interviewing
staff was- high and at the same time, the time and costs required for
training were reduced.

Interviewer training consisted of a home study, consisting of a
set of exercises covering the procedures and concepts explained in the
reference manual, which was reviewed by a survey supervisor. In
addition, those interviewers who had no previous experience with the
longitudinal surveys attended one day of classroom training conducted
by a supervisor.
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The supervisor was provided with a "verbatim" training guide which
included lecture material and a number of structured practice interviews
which were designed to familiarize the interviewers with the questionnaire.
All training materials were prepared by the Bureau staff and reviewed
by the Manpower Administration and the Center for Human Resource Research
of The Ohio State University. Three hundred and twenty-five interviewers
were trained in 22 training sessions held around the country. Professional

staff members of the participating organizations observed the training
sessions, and later, the actual interviewing.

Interviewing began October 19, 1970 and continued until early January.
Completion of the field work was delayed for several reasons--the
interviewers had to devote about one week a month to CPS, and a number
of the interviewers had other surveys for which they were responsible.
However, there were several other significant factors which affected
the interviewer -'s ability to complete her assignment on time:

1. At least a year had passed since the respondent was last contacted
and the listed addresses were obsolete for a number of the

respondents. Therefore, a great deal of time was spent in locating

respondents.

2. Most of the respondents were of draft age and some of them were in
the armed forces,_about to go, in or had already completed their

tour of duty-and had been discharged.

3. Many respondents were attending school and/or working; thus, there
were only certain times of the day that the respondent was
potentially available for interviewing.

A preliminary edit to check the quality of the completed
questionnaires was done by the Data Collection Center staffs. This

consisted of a "full edit" of each questionnaire returned by each

interviewer. The editor reviewed the questionnaires from beginning

to end to determine if the-entries were complete and consistent and
whether the skip instructions were being followed.

The interviewer was contacted by phone concerning minor problems
and, depending on the nature of the problem, was either merely told of
her error and asked to contact the respondent for further information
or for clarification, or, for more serious problems, was retrained,
either totally or in part, and the questionnaire was returned to her

for completion.

Estimating Methods

The estimation

a multi-stage ratio
each sample case of

over-representation

procedure implemented for this survey in 1966 was

estimate. The first step was the assignment to

a basic weight which took into account the

of the Negro and other race strata, the rescreening
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procedure, and the sampling fraction of the stratum from which it was
selected. The sample drawn from the white stratum was selected at an
eight-out-of-nine ratio, while the selection for the sample for
the Negro and other race stratum was a seven-out-of-eight ratio. Thus,
from the Survey of Work Experience of Young Men, there were four
different base weights reflecting the differential sampling by color
within stratum (i.e., white ED's) during both the rescreening and
selection operations.

1. Noninterview Adjustment

The weights for all interviewed persons were adjusted to the
extent needed to account for persons for whom no information was
obtained because of absence, refusals, or unavailability for other
reasons. This adjustment was made separately for each of 24
groupings: Census region of residence (Northeast, North Central,
South, West), by residence (urban, rural farm, rural nonfarm), by
color (white, Negro and other races).

2. Ratio Estimates

The distribution of the population selected for the sample
may differ somewhat, by chance, from that of the nation as a whole,
in such characteristics as age, color, sex, and residence. Since
these population characteristics are closely correlated with the
principal measurements made from the, sample, the latter estimates
can be substantially improved when weighted appropriately by the
known distribution of these population characteristics.1 This was
accomplished through two stages of ratio estimation, as follows:

a. First-Stage Ratio Estimation

This is a procedure in which the sample proportions were
adjusted to the known 1960 Census data on the color-residence
distribution of the population. This step took into account
the differences existing at the time of the 1960 Census between
the color-residence distribution for the nation and for the
sample areas.

b. Second-Stage Ratio Estimation

In this final step, the sample proportions were adjusted
to independent current estimates of the civilian noninstitutional

'See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Technical Paper No. 7, "The Current
Population Survey--A Report on Methodology" (Washington, D.C., 1963),
for a Aore detailed explanation of the preparation of estimates.
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population by age and color. These estimates were prepared by
carrying forward the most recent Census data (1960) to take
account of subsequent aging of the population, mortality, and
migration between the United States and other countries.2 The
adjustment was made by color within five age groupings: 14 to
15, 16 to 17, 18 to 19, 20 to 21, and 22 to 24.

After this step, each sample person has a weight which remains
unchanged throughout the five -year life of the survey. The universe of
study was thus fixed at the time of interview for the first cycle. No
reweighting of the sample is made after subsequent cycles since the
group of interviewed persons is an unbiased sample of the population
group (in this case, civilian noninstitutionalized males age 14 to 24)
in existence at the time of the first cycle only.

Coding and Editing

Most of the data could be punched directly from the questionnaire,
since many of the answers were numerical entries or in the form of
precoded categories. However, the Bureau's standard occupation and
industry codes which are used in the monthly CPS were also used flor'
the job description questions and these codes are assigned clerically.
In addition, the answers for all the "open-end" questions had to be
clerically coded, using categories which were previously developed in
conjunction with the Center for Human Resource Research from hand tallies
of a subsample of completed questionnaires.

The consistency edits for the questionnaire were completed on the
computer. A modification of the CPS edit was used for the parts of
the questionnaire which were similar to CPS; separate consistency
checks were performed for all the other sections. None of the edits
included an allocation routine which was dependent on averages or
random information from outside sources, since such allocated data
could not be expected to be consistent with data from subsequent
surveys. However, where the answer to a question was obvious from
others in the questionnaire, the missing answer was assigned to the
item on the tape. For example, if item 14b("Do you have a scholarship,
fellowship, assistantship, or other type of financial aid this year?")
was blank, but legitimate entries appeared in 14c and d ("What kind?"
and "How much is it per year?") a "Yes" was inserted in 14b. In this
case, only if 14b was marked "Yes," could 14 c-d be filled; therefore,
the assumption was made that either the key punch operator failed to
punch the item or the interviewer failed to mark it.

2
See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series

P-25, No. 352, November 18, 1966, for a description of the methods used
in preparing these independent population estimates.
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Further, some of the status codes which depend on the answers to
a number of different items were completed using only partial information.
For example, the current employment status of the respondent (that is,
whether he as employed, unemployed, or not in the labor force) is
determined by the answers to a number of related questions. However,
if one or more of these questions is not completed but the majority
are filled and consistent with each other, the status is determined on
the basis of the available answers. This procedure accounts for an
artifically low count of "NA's" for certain items.
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APPENDIX F

1970 INTERVIEW SCHEDULE



NOTICE - Your reams to the Census Bureau is confidential by law (Title 13,
U.S. Code). It may be sten only by sworn Census erndleyess and may be used
only for statistical purposes.

FORM LGT.241
11.37.7"

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
UREAU OF THE CENSUS

NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL SURVEYS

SURVEY OF WORK EXPERIENCE

OF YOUNG MEN

1970

MET11011114, LOCATE* misitioarr END NAS Iwo ROM, OF CAL
Successful Unsuccessful

0 1 2

CD 1 2

1
20

0 1
2

* 1
2

0 1
2

0 1
2

New occupants

Neighbors

Apartment house manager

Post office

School

Persons listed on information sheet

Other - Specify-1

Date Time Comments

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

p m

a.m.

p.m.

a.m.

P.M.

IKON OF NITIRVIIII
Date completed

Month / Day / Year

CD

Interview time Interviewed by
pagan

LT.

OM.

Ended

a.m.

p.m.

Length of Interview (minutes)

CiD

INIMISTERVIn MASON

(ID CI Unable to contact respondent - Specify -

6 Temporarily absent - Give return date

7 Armed Forces - Specify release date -

10 Institutionalized - Specify type

a Refused

o Deceased

A Other - Specify

TRANSCRIPTION FROM NOUSINOLD RECORD CARD

Item 13 - Marital echos of respondent

CO 1 Married, spouse present 30 Widowed 5 Separated

2 Married, spouse absent 4 0 Divorced 5 Never married

3 II respondent has moved, enter rum address

I. Number and street

3
0

2. City 3. County 4. State S. ZIP code

(11;
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1. EDUCATIONAL STATUS

1. Are you attending or enrellowl hit regulr scheel?
1 CID t 0 Yes ASK 2a

2E1I40../
When were y Hs last enrolled?

eiD Month YearSKIP to Check Item B

2e. Whet gra, ere ieu attending?
21'

b. Are your mtwolleol as full -time er pert -time student?
b.

CID t Elementary I 2 3 4 5 6

2 High school I 2 3 4

3 College I 2 3 4 5 6+

7 8

a, , 0 Full-time

2 0 Part-time

CHICK

ITEM A'

Refer to item 94R on Information Shee:

0 Respondent not in schoo: in 1969 ASK 3a ,

0 Respondent In school in 1969 SKIP to Check Item C

ITEM' I

Refer to item 94R on Information Sheet

0 Respondent In school In 1969 SKI? to Check Item F, page 3'0 All others SKIP to 22a, page 5

3a. At this thee last year you were net enrolled In scheel. 3a.
New leng hid y.0 14.4:n out of 'ch..' before returning?

b. Why did yes return? b.

c. In whet curriculum am yes enrolled? c.,k.D...._11

el Years

(3)

SKIP to 5

CHICK

ITEM C

Refer to items 2a and 94R on Information Sheet

0 Respondent in high school In 1969, college now SKIP to 5

0 Other ASK 4

4. Are y.tu attending the same scheel as yes wore at this 4.
time lest year? ca , 0 Yes SKIP to 10

20 No ASKS
5. Whet is the name of the school yes new attend? 5.

6. Where Is this school locomen 6. iv 1 i

City

County

State

7.- Is this school public .r private? 7. t 0 Public

20 Private

E. When did yeu enter this school!? 8.

CED Month Year

CHECK

ITEM 0 --

Refer to item 2a or item 94R on Information Sheet

0 Respondent in college I now SKIP to 14a

Cjlespondent in high school I now
SKIP to 22a, page 5

0 Respondent not In school in 1969

0 Other ASK 9

9. Why olid yes change schools? 9. MO
i
!I

10. r.esusloltilyeenuyseasyzedulansetwylelakre? school! mui.t, about the same, sr 10. u t 0 More
t
1 2 0 Less
!
I 30 About the same
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1. RDUCATIONAL STATUS Cantiu.:ed

11. Are you enrolled in the same curriculum new is yeu II. 1

Witt* lest year?
Or 0 Yes

1 0 College SKIP to I4a

2 0 High school ) SKIP to 22a, page 5
3 0 Elementary

40 No ASK 12

12. In whet curriculum are yeu enrolled new? 12. 070 I 1 1

13. Hew did you happen to cheap. your curriculum? 13, 0 ll
0 Respondent not now in college SKIP to

Cheek Item E
14a. Hew mach is the fuliete tuition this year at the I 4a.

college yea attend?

L. De you have a schelership, fellowship, essisteatship, b.or ether type of financial aid this year?

c. What kind? c.1

4. Hew much is It per year? d,

oii)

0 1 0 Yes ASK c

2 0 No SKIP to Check Item E

0 10 Scholarship
20 Pellowsh,p

30 Assistantship

0 Loan

s 0 Other Specify

3
CHICK

ITIM I1

Refer to item 94R on Information Sheet

a Respondent in college 3-6 in 1969 ASK I5a

NI Other SKIP to 22a, page 5

15e. Have yes received a degree since last year at this time? 152,

.._

L. Whet degree was it? b.

c. In what field did yeu receive your degree? c,

d. Why did yeu decide 4 continue your education after d.
receiving this degree?

t 0 Yes ASK 6

2 0 No SKIP to 22a, page 5

CD I 0 Bachelor's (B.A., B.S., A.B.)

20 Master's (M.S., M.B., M.B.A.)

30 Doctor's (Ph.D.)

0 Other Specify

OI I I

In LJ

SKIP to 22a, page 5

CHICK

ITU F

Refer to item 94R on Information Sheet

16a

17a

19a

16a

Respondent in high school 1-3 last year ASK

is Respondent in high school 4 last year SKIP to

m Respondent in college 1-3 last year SKIP to

m Respondent in college 4+ last year SKIP to 20a

0 Respondent in elementary school last 'year ASK

16.. At this time lest year,,yeu were wending I6a.
your year c' high scheei. Did you complete that year?

0 10 Yes
20 No

L. `Why did you drop out of high school? b.

a. De yeu expect to return? c,

d. When ri you expect to return? d,

a LI

ap , 0 Yes ASK d

2 0 No SKIP to 24, page 5

This school year

20 Next school year

30 Don't know

40 Other
SKIP to 22a, page 5
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1. EDUCATIONAL STATUS Continued

17e. Did yew votivee front high school?

'h. Why not?

17a,

b.

e ) IQ Yes SKIP to Check Item G
20No ASK 6

IOil

CHICK..,

.ITIMG'

Refer to item 95R on Information Sheet 0 1 Respondent had planned to enter college
when last interviewed ASK Ida

20 Respondent had not planned to enter college
when last Interviewed SKIP to 22a, page 5

3 Respondent not asked about educational
goal SKIP to 22a, page 5

lb. When we lest interviewed rep, yes sold yew planned to
go te college. Hove your plans chomped?

h. Whet caused your plans to chew?

.

c. Why ere you presently not enrolled in college?

J. When Jo you plea to enroll in college?

18a.

b.

c,

d,

i Yes ASK 6

2 No SKIP to c

IC) Poor grades, lacked ability, wasn't accepted
because of low grades, etc.

2 Economic reasons (couldn't afford, had to work
Instead, unable to obtain financial assistance)

3 E) Disliked school, lost interest, had enough school

4 Military service

s E) Personal health reasons

5 Other Specify
SKIP to d

i Economic reasons (couldn't afford, have to work,
unable to obtain financial assistance, etc.)

2 Was rejected or turned down

3 Waiting to be accepted by a school

4 Military service

s Personal health reasons

e Other Specify

e Month Year SKIP to 22a

x Don't plan to enroll SKIP to 24

19.. Lest year et this thee yeu were in cellos..
Why did you Joeirile to kip out?

h. Do you expect to return?

c. When Jo you think you will return?

I9a.

b.

c'

011
xE) Received degree SKIP to 2la

121 1 [7] Yes ASK c

2 0 No SKIP to 24

0 IC) This school year
2E) Next school year

3 Don't know

4 Other

SKIP to 22a

20e. Lest year it this time you were In carp.
Did you receive a degree?

h. Why did you decide to drop out?

é. Di you expect te return?

J. Whom?-

4--
20a.

b,

c,

d,

0 10 Yes SKIP to 2la

2 No ASK 6

(11) Li

0 1 0 Yes ASK d

2 No SKIP to 24

(D) 1 This school year

2 Next school year

3 Don't know

4 Other

SKIP to 22a
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1. IDUCATIOMAL STATUS Confirmed

21e. Whet degree

L. In whet field

did yea receive? 212. 0- I 0 Associate (2 year course)
20 Bachelor's (B.A.. B.S.. A.B.)

s 0 Master's (M.S., M.B;, M.B.A. )

4 0 Doctor's (Ph.D.)

a 0 Other Specify

of study did you receive your degree? b. 01 I I

22e. Hew myth

If "Other."

education would yin, Ilke he get? 22e.

Specify

OUt In school I j I yr. 20 2 yrs. 30 3 yrs. 40 4 yrs.
s0 2 yrs. (complete junior college)

s 0 4 yrs. (graduate from 4.year college)
College

7 0 6 yrs. (master's degree or equivalent)

a 0 7 + yrs. (Ph.D. or professional degree)

Other o 0 None. don't know, other responses

L. As things
think yen

If "Other,"

stand new hew much *digestion de yeY-
will woolly get? b

Specify

011 High school I 0 I yr. 2 0 2 yrs. 3 3 yrs. 40 4,yrs.
s 0 -2 yrs. (complete junior college)

s 0 4 yrs. (graduate from 4.year college)
College

7 0 6 yrs. (master's degree or equivalent)

a 0 7 + yrs. (Ph.D. or professional degree)

Other o 0 None, don't know, other responses

CNICK

ITIM N

Refer to item 22. and item 95R on Information Skeet

0 Educational goal different from when last interviewed ASK 23

0 Educational goal same as when last interviewed
SKIP to 24

0 Respondent not asked about educational goal } _

23. 'When we lest interviewed yen*, row said you would like 23.
te get (amount -of education indicated in 95R)
Wh_y hey. yea chanted Year alms?

OILI

24. New much encouragement hes yew father given yew to 24.
tenting year etkocetion horsed high school?

0, 10 Much
2 0 Some

10 None .'
40 Does not live with father

25. Hew much regiment has yew, moth., five$1 yew te 25.
tenting. your education beyond high school?

I El Much

2 0 Some

10 None
40 Does not live with mother

26. Hew much help in confining your schooling eftsir high 26.
school de yen expect to get (hew yes resolved) fres
year parents?

(3 , 0 Much

20 Some

s 0 None

27. Hew mech'encovregemont have (did) your Wreckers end 27.
ether Welts in yew, high Woe! given (give) yew to
confines your education beyond high school?

gOg 1 0 Much

2 0 Some

1 El None

1 0 Many of them

2 0 Some of them

10 Few or none of them

25. How-many of your Mends plot to go te college er are 2S.'
'levelly attending college?

Notes

,
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1. EDUCATIONAL STATUS Continued

Respondent now attends school SKIP to Check Item I

7Po. Shies this time lest year heye you taken any inking
courses r educational programs of any kind, either en
the lob r elsowhore?

b. What kind of training or education program did you coke?
(Specify below, then stork-one box)

c. Whom did you take this treining course?
(Specify below, then mark one box)

2Pa. 0 0 Yes ASK b

2 No - SKIP to Check Item I

b. ON t Professional, technical

2 Managerial

3 Clerical

4 0 Skilled manual

Other

c.

d. How long did you attend this course or program? d.

e. How many hours per wink did you swill in this training?

f. Did you omelet. this program?

g. Why didn't you complete this program?

h. Why did you decide to get this training?

I. De you use this training on your present fob?

e.

t.

h.

t Business college, technical Institute

2 Company training school

3 Correspondence course

4 Regular school

s Other

ee Still attending

Months

1-4

20 5-9
30 10-14
4 0 15-19
s 20 or more

t Yes When?

Month Year SKIP to h

2 No, dropped out -; When?

Month Year ASK g

x No, still enrolled SKIP to h

Found a job

2 Interfered with school

3 Too much time involved

Lost interest

s Too difficult

Other Specify

To obtain work

2 0 To improve current job situation

30 To get better job than present one

Wanted to continue education

s Need it; worthwhile

Other. Specify

10 Yes
2 0 No
3 Not employed

CHECK",
Respondent a college graduate
(Item 94R or item 2 equals college 4+) ASK 30a.

Respondent not a college graduate
(Item 94R or item 2 does not equal college 4+) SKIP to 31

Notes
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1. EDUCATIONAL. STATUS Cntinud

30.. Prior to October of 1H7, did you take any training
curss r educational programs of any kind, either on
the lob or elsewhere?

It. Whet kind of training or «location program did you take?
(Specify below, then mark one box)

c. Where did you Mke this training course?
(Specify below, :hen mark one box)

41. How long did you attend this course r program?

e

e. How many hours per week did you spend on this training?

f. Did you complete this pr.raram?

g. Why didn't you maple. this program?

h. Why did you decide to get this training?

i. Do you use this training on your present job?

Notes

30a.

b.

c.

d,

e.

g.

Yes' ASK b

2 SKIP to 3la

Professional, technical

2 Managerial

3 E) Clerical

4 E) Skilled manual

5 Other

h.

1.

Business college, technical institute

2 Company training school

3 Correspondence course

4 E) Regular school

5 Other

at Still attending

Months

0 1-4

2 5-9

3 10-14

15 -19

5 20 or more

Yes

Month Year SKIP to h

2 No, dropped out When?

Month Year ASK g

X No, still enrolled SKIP to h

Found a job

2 Interfered with school

3 Too much time involved

Lost interest

s Too difficult

Other Specify

To obtain work

2 To improve current job situation

3 E) To get better job than present one

Wanted to continue education

5 Need it; worthwhile

Other Specify

0 Yes

2 No
3 n Not employed
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II. CURRENT LABOR FORCE STATUS

31. What wore you doing mast of LAST
WEEK, working, going to school,
or something else?

0 1 WK Working SKIP to 32b

20 j With a job but not

32e. Did you Jo any work it all LAST
WEEK, not counting work around
the house?

0 1 0)es 2 No SKIP/
to 33a

(If "I" in 31, SKIP to 6)

33e. Did you have a lob (er business)
from which you were temporarily
absent or en layoff LAST WEEK?

0 I Yes

2 No ASK 34a

at work

3 LK Looking for work

4 0 S Going to school

5 0 U Unable to work SKIP
to 35

4 OT Other Specify-7

b. Hew many hours did you work
LAST WEEK at all jabs?

0 --Hours b. Why were you absent from work
LAST WEEK?

& 10 Own illness
2 0 On vacation

s Bad weather

j0 Labor dispute

5 0 New job to begin } ASK 34c
within 30 days and 34d(2)

6 Temporary layoff .

(less than 30 days)

7 Indefinite layoff ASK
(30 days or more 34d(3)
or no definite
recall date)

0 School interfered

a Other Specify ---7

CHECK ITEM J

Respondent worked

49 hours or more
SKIP to 36a and enter
job worked at last week

1-34 hours ASK c

35-48 hours ASKdV

32c. De you USUALLY work 35 hours
or mare a wink at thlujob?

0 t 0 Yes What is .he mason you

~WI less than 35
hours LAST WEEK?

20 No What is the reason you
USUALLY work less
than 35 hours a weak?

(Mark the appropriate reason)

0 t 0 Slack work
2 0,Matert ai shortage

3 Plant or machine repair

4 0 New job started during week

3 Job terminated during week

6 0 Could find only part-time work

7 Labor dispute

a Did not want full-time work

8 Full-time work week
under 35 hours'

to 0 Attends school

1 1 Holiday (legal or religious)

t 2 Bad weather

ts 0 Own illness

1 0 On vacation

Is Too busy with housework,
personal business. etc.

16 Other Specify-7

32d. Did you lese any time or take
any time off, LAST WEEK for
any meson such as illness,
holiday, or slack work?

Yes How many hours did
you take off?

0 Hours

o 0 No GO to 32e

NOTE: Correct item 326 if
lost time not already deducted;
if item 326 is reduced below 35
hours, ask item c, otherwise
SKIP to 36a.

c. Are you gritting wages r salary for
any of the time off LAST WEEK?

CO i Yes

20 No

3 Self-employed

e. Did you work any overtime or at
mar. than one lob LAST WEEK?

,..

Yes How many extra hours
did you work?

0 Hours

d. De you usually work 35 hours or
mere a week at this job?

® 1 Yes

2 No

(GO to 36a and enter lob
held last week)

o 0 No

NOTE: Correct item 32b
if extra hours not already
included and SKIP to 36a.

(SKIP to 36a and enter job
worked at lost week)

Notes
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IL CURRENT LABOR FORCE STATUS Ued

(If "LK" in 31, ASK b)

/34.. Have you been hooking for work during the past 4 weeks?

10Yes 2 0 No SKIP to 35

b. Whet have you been tieing in the last 4 weeks to
find work?

Mark all methods used; do not read list)

0 0 Nothing SKIP to 35

i 0 State employment agency

2 0 Private employment agency

3O Employer directly

4O Friends or relatives

5 0 Placed or answered ads

a 0 School employment service

7 0 Other Specify e.g., MDTA, union or
professional register, etc.

Checked with

35, When did you last work at a regular lob or business,
lasting two consecutive weeks or mare, either
full.time Sr part.time?

0 October I, -1969 or later

Specify-7

Month Day IYeat

SKIP to .tla

20 Before October I. 1969 and "unable" now
and "unable" in item 96R on the Information
Sheet SKIP to 71a, page 18

30 All others IP to 12a

DESCRIPTION OF JOB OR BUSINESS

36a. Do you have mire than en. Mt?

0 Yes Record information about primary job only

20 Ho

c. Why did you start looking for work? Was it because
yeu lest or quit a lob at that time (pause) or was
there sum. other raisin?

0 Lost job

2 0 Quit job

30 Left school

40 Wanted temporary work

s 0 Enjoy working

6 0 Help with family expenses

7 0 Other Specify-7

For whom did you work? (Name of company,
business, organization, or other employer)

1 1 1

c. In what city and State is ... located?

City State

1 1 1 1

What kind of business or industry is this?
(For example: Ti' and radio manufacturer, retail
shoe store, State Labor Department, farm)

d. (I) How many weeks have you been looking for work?

(2) How many weeks ago did you start locking for work?

(3) Hew many weeks ego were yeu laid off?

Weeks

e. Have you been leaking far full:time or part-time work?

1 0 Full-time

2 0 Part-tiMe

e. Were you

to P An employee of a PRIVATE company,
business, or individual for wages,
salary, or commissions?

200 G A GOVERNMENT employe. (Federal,
State, county, er local)?

30 0 o - Self-employed in your OWN business,
professional practice, or form?
(If not a farm)
Is this business incorporated?

310 Yes 32 No

400 WP Working WITHOUT PAY in family
business .r Farm?

f. Is there any meson why you could net take a jab
LAST WEEK?

OS

Yes

s0 No

i 0 Needed at home

2 Temporary illness

3 0 Going to school

4 0 Other Specify;

1 1 1 1

What kind of work were you doing? (For example:
car salesman, high school English teacher, stock clerk)

g. What were your most important activities or duties?
(For example: selling clothing, keeping account books,
teaching mathematics, finishing concrete)

When did you last work at a regular job or business
lasting two consecutive weeks en mere, either
full.time er part.time?

0 October I, 1969 or later

Specify-7

Month :Day 1Year

3 0 All others SKIP to 42a

SKIP to tla

h. What was your job title?

1. When did yeu start working for (ENTRY IN 36W?

0 October 1, 1969 cr later Specify

Month ,Oay Year

20 Before October I, 1969

77



Ii: CURRENT LAIOR FORCE STATUS Continued

CHICK
ITO K

0 "P" or "G" in item 36e ASK 37a

"0" or "WP" in item 36e SKIP to 38a

37a. Altogether, how much de yeu usually earn at this
job beforethmluetiens?

b. Hew many hours per week -1. you usually werk
at this lob?

c. De you receive extra pay when you werk eve a-
certain number of hours?

d. After hew many hours do you receive extra pay?

e. For all hours worked ever (entry in d) are you Paid
straight time, time and onholf, double time Sr what?

f. Are ye,' wages (salary) en this lob set by a
collective bargaining agreement hetwen your
employer and a union .r employee modelers?

g. What is the name of the union sr, employee asseciatin?

h. Are yeu o member 4 that union 4 employe. osseciation?

37a.

b.

c.

d.'

e.

f.

z.

hh.

4/) S
-1....k,

.

per:,--,
(Dollars) (Cents)

(ID 10 Hour

OD s per: --7
(Dollars only)

eiD 20 Day
3 Week

Biweekly

5 Month

6 0 Year

7 Other Specify

Hours

ip r Yes ASK d
20NO
3 No. but received compensating

time off

Never work overtime

SKIP to f

0 Hours per day

01) __ Hours per week

(ED i 0 Compensating time off

2 Straight time

3 Time and one-half

Double time

5 Other Specify

0 i 0 Yes ASK g

2 No SKIP to 38a

(ED L j

0 1 0 Yes
2No

.

31a. Befer you
(entry in
week for

b, Excluding
yeu have
in which

c. Why were

began to work as a (entry in 36p For
366), did you do any ether kind 4
(entry in 366) ?

vacatiena and paid sick leave, during the time
worked at this irk were there any full weeks
you didn't werk (since Oct.'s, 1, 1969)?

you net welting during these waks?

38a.

b.

c,

® , Yes SKIP ro 39a

20 No

Yes How many weeks?

OD Weeks

0 No SKIP to Check Item L

1 School

2 Personal, family reasons

3 0 Own illness

4 0 Layoff

5 Labor dispute

6 Did not want to work

7 Other

Notes
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11. CURRENT LABOR FORCE STATUS Continued

CHECK

ITEM L

Refer to item 36i

Current job started before October I, 1969 SKIP to Check Item S

Current job started October I, 1969 or later SKIP to 40

39e. When dill

b. Excluding
have worked
weeks in

e. Why were

you start working es a (entry in 36f) for (entry in 36b)? 39a.

vacations and paid sick leave, during the time you b.
as a (entry in 36f) far (entry in 366), wire there any full

which you didn't work, (since October 1, 14169)?

net working during these weeks? C.

Month IDay IYear
I

I

0
o

Yes How

Weeks

many weeks?

to Check Item 31No SKIP

(11.D t 0 School
2t3 Personal, family reasons
3 Own illness

4 Layoff

5 0 Labor dispute
6 Did not want to work

7 Other

you

CHECK.
ITEM M

Item 39a is earlier than October I, 1969 SKIP to Check Item S

El Item 39a is October I, 1969 c: later ASK 40

40. Just lifer, you started an this jab, was there a eerie', of a week 40. (111 tOYes SKIP to 52
er mere n which you were net working?

rl No SKIP to 43a

41a. You said
(entry in
(Interviewer:
weeks since

That would
In how rainy
or on layoff

you lost worked at a regular 1.1 en 41a.
346 or 35).

Use calendar to determine the number of
respondent last worked.) (I)

bo about weeks sine. you last worked. (2)

(ED

(ED

Weeks since last worked

looking or on layoffWeeks
of these weeks were you looking for work
from a Iola

CHECK

ITEM N
413(1) is equal to 41a(2) SKIP to 43

ri 413(1) is greater than 41a(2) ASK b

411. That loaves
looking
you were

weeks that were net working at 41b. IC)
(ID

2

3

40
5

6

7

Weeks

family reasons

unable to work

work

to work

you
far work. Whet would you say was the main reason

net looking for work during thot period? 0 Personal,
0 III or disabled,
0 In school

Couldn't find

Vacation

Did not want

Other Specify
SKIP to 43

42o. Since October 1, 190 have you spent ony weeks looking 423,
ler work or on layoff from a lob?

0
o

Yes Hew

Weeks

many weeks?

El o

CHECK

ITEM 0

IntervIewer. 1,se calendar to determine the number of (I)
weeks since October 1, 1969.

(2)

(ED _Weeks since last worked, after October I, 1969

0 _Weeks on layoff or looking for work
(I) is equal to (2) SKIP to Check Item S

M(l) is greater than (2) ASK 6

421. Whet would you say was the main reason you were not looking 42b,
far work during (the rest of) that time?

on 1 Personal,

2 III or disabled,

3 In school

40 Couldn't find
5 Vacation

6 Did not want

7 Other Specify

family reasons

unable to work

work

to work

SKIP to Check Item S

Notes 49

CD

IN
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III. WORK EXPERIENCE AND ATTITUDES

43. New let's Theileb yes worked at before you started to work es
folk "bout - (EN RY,IN 3if OR 43.) fit (ENTRY IN Mb OR 43e)

ewTh. lest lob y worbei tat; tbet is, this one which
ended on (ENTRY IN 34g OR 35)

a. For whom did you work? (Homo of company, asInoss, ottani:diet or
.ther employer)

,... 1d'
b. In whet city end Stet, is ... located?
c. Whet kind of business vir industry is this? (For example: TV and radio

manufacturer, retail shoe store, State Labor Department, farm)
J. Chess of worker.
e. Whit kind of work were you doing? (For example: stock clerk, high school

English teacher, car salesman)

f. Whet wore your most important "divines or duties? (For example: selling
clothing, keeping account books, teaching mathematics, finishing concrete)

g. Whet was your lob title? -

43a.

b.

c.

.IC)
d

Lel
I.

e.

1

0)
ICD Same as 36b - SKIP to 43.
I

1 City, state
lap I I I

I

10P 2OG 0 40We
I

I I

44a. Altegethor, hew much did you usually 'ern it this lob before ell deductions?

V. Hew many hours per week did you usually with at this lob?

44a.

b.

0
Rr---1

s

par

132 Hours
45e. When did you start working as (ENTRY IN 43.) for (ENTRY IN 43.)?

I. When did you step working as a (ENTRY IN 43.) for (ENTRY IN 43.)?

455.1

b.

..,
V

Month !Day Year
I Ir

r

I
Month I Day . Year

I I

1 It

x0 Still working
there - SKIP

to 47.
445a. Why did you happen to leave this lob (chong the kind of with you were doing)?

b. Did you hove new lob lined up before you left this one?

46.. 0 1 I I

.

11
_

154 rYes 2r1 N.
47e. Excluding vocations, during this time you worked it this lob were

then. any full weeks in which you didn't with on this lob (since
October 1, 1%,)?

b. Why war. you net working during these ... winks et this IA?

c. Were you working for semon else during this porid(s)?

47a.

b.

c.

G
OD

0 Yes - Hew many weeks?

Weeks - ASK b

No - SKIP ro 48

C 10 Layoff 50 Own illness)
20 Labor dispute
30 In school 6 0 Did not want
40 Personal family to work

reasons 7 0 Other

0 10 Yes - GO ro nen, column and
record information about this Job

20No
4$. Did ion do ny other kind of with for (ENTRY IN 43.) lust before

.(DATE IN 45e)?
4e. 0 1 ,-,1-1 Yes - GO ro next column and

record Infonnarion about this job
2r-1N.

CHECK Item 452 is: I. October 1, 1969 or later
ITEM P 1 2. Before October I. 1969

1. 0- SKIP to 50
2. 0 - ASK 49

49. Hens yin worked for anyone els. since Gctelor 1, 1961? 49. (13) I 0 Yes - GO ro neon column and
record information

2r) No - SKIP ro Cheek Item S
50. While you were working for (ENTRY IN 43e), were you "Ise working for

semeon. else? Nf
SO le t 0 Yes - GO ro next column and record

informarion abour simultaneous job
21.1 No - ASK 51

51. JUST before you started working es a (ENTRY IN 43.) for (ENTRY IN 43e)
was thong period of e week or more in which you were net working?

SI. 6 1 0 Yes - ASK 52
I 20 No - GO ro near column and record

information about previnu, job

52. When did this period in which you were nit working dirt? 52. in.,
IWO
IIx

Month 1 Day 1 Year

0 Never worked before

53e. Interviewer: Determine number of weeks not working. If item 52 is before
October 1. 1969. count only weeks since that time.

b. Thet would be about ... weeks that you were not working. How many .f%g.1c.)these ooks were you looking for work Sr or en layoff from jib?

53a.:16S
Weeks not working

....,

Weeks looking or on layoff

CHECK

ITEM fS,

I. 53a is equal to 53b

2. 53a is greater than 53b
I.
2.

0- SKIP to Check Item Rn- ASK 54

54. Tht keves ... weeks that you,were not working or looking for work.
Whet would you say was the main reason tht you wore nit looking for
work during that period?

54. fiD I 0 III or disabled.
unable to work

20 In school
3 0 Personal family reason
4 riVacation

5 IIIII Couldn't
find work

60 Did not want
to work

7ri Other

CHECK -

ITEM R__
I. Item 52 Is October I, 1969 or later
2. Item 52 is before October I. 1%9

I.

2.

0 - GO to next column and record
information abour previous Job

ri_ SKIP to Check /rem 5

80
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43a.

C.

d

I.

g
44..

b.

45a.

b.

46a.

b.

47a.

b.

C.

46.

2.

-49.

50.

51.

S2.

53a.

b.

2.

S4.

2.

III. WORK EXPERIENCE AND ATTITUDES ContInueti

(2)

0 0 Never worked beforeSKIP to
Check Item r

Same as

I- I I

City. State

(DI

SKIP to 43e

(3)

0 Never worked before SKIP to
Check Item r

0 Sam* as SKIP to 43e

(4)

0 Never worked before SKIP to
Check Item r

0 Same as 51UP to 43e

City. Lat. LEttAtate1111
P 20G 30D 4 WP 10P 20G D 40WP P 2 0 G 300 4 WP

1111

$

Hours

Month ',Day Year

I -t
Month Day I Year

per

Hours

CID

Hours

CD
X 0 Still working

there SKIP
to 47a

C)LL1

tMonth I Day

III

Month iDay I Year

LLJ

I Year X0 Still working
there SKIP

to 47a

0 Month Fay i Year

Month I Day I Year X 0 Still working
I- -t there SKIP

to 47a,

10 Yes 20 No
0 Yes Hew meny weeks?

Winks ASK b
00No SKIP to 41

i0 10 Yes 20 No
0 Yes Hew meny weeks?

10 Yes 20 No

Weeks ASK b
00 No SKIP to 48,

0 Yes Haw meny weeks?

Weeks ASK b
00 No SKIP to 48

10 Layoff 50 Own Illness
20 Labor dispute
30 In school 6 0 Did not want
40 Personal family to work

reasons 7 0 Othilf

0 I 0 Layoff 50 Dwn illness
20 Labor dispute
30 In school 60 Did not want
40 Persorial family to work

reasons 7 0 Dther

0 0 Layoff 50 Dwn illness
2 0 Labor dispute
3 ci In school 6 0 Did not want
40 Personal family

reasons 7 0 Other
to work

Yes GO to next column and
record information about this lob

20 No

0 I 0 Yes GO to next column and
record information about this Job

2E) No

0 I 0 Yes GO to next column and
record information about this lob_

2E) No

I 0 Yes GO to next column and
moon/ Won-nation about this Job

20 No

0 I 0 Yes GO to next column and
record Won-nation about this rob

20 No

0 I 0 Yes GO to next.colienn and
record Won-nation about this Job

20 No

SKIP to SO

- ASK 49

0 SKIP to SO
0 ASK 49

0 SKIP to 50
- ASK 49

t 0 Yes GO to next column and
record information

211 No SKIP to Check Item S

0 ICI Yes 00 to next column and
record information

2 ri No SKIP to Check Item S

0 I 0 Yes GO to next column and
record information

2 ri No SKIP to Check Item S

7-1 Yes GO to next column and record
triton-nation about simultaneous rob

20 No ASK 51

I 0 Yes GO to next column and record
infon-nation about simultaneous rob

20 No ASK SI

Yes GO to next column and record
triton-nation about simultaneoui Job

20 No ASK 51

I 0 Yes ASK 52
20 No GO to next column and record

Information about previous lob

0 I0 Yes ASK 52

20 No GO to next column and record
Information about previous lob

0 1 0 Yes ASK 52
20 No GO to next column and record

intomialion about previous lob
Month I Day I Year

X 0 Never worked before

Month I Day ' Year
I

X 0 Never worked before

Month I Day I Year

I i

X 0 Never worked before

Weeks not working Weeks not working Weeks not working

iM Weeks looking-or on layoff Weeks looking or on layoff Weeks looking or on layoff

0 SKIP to Check Item R-
0 ASK 54

0 SKIP to Check Item R
- ASK 54

0 SKIP to Check Item R
0 ASK 54

0 I0 ill or disabled. 50 Couldn't
unable to work find work

20 In school ti Ei Did not want
30 Pwsonal family reason to work

40 Vacation 7 0 Other

I 0 III or disabled, 50 Couldn't
unable to work find work

20 in school 60 Did not want
30 Personal family reason to work

40 Vacation 7 0 Other

0 I 0 III or disabled. 50 Couldn't
unable to work find work

20 In school 60 Did not want
30 Personal family reason to work

40 Vacation 7E1 Either

0 GO to next column and record
Intonation about previous lob

- SKIP to Check Item S

0 GO to next column and record
information about previous lob

0 SKIP to Cheek Item S

- GO to next COMM and record
information about previous lob

-0 SKIP to Check Item S

)R0
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III. WORK, EXPERIENCE AHD ATTITUDES Continuod

Respondent is in
Labor Force Group A ("WK" or "J" in 31 or "Yes" in 32a or 33a) SKIP to Check Item Tr

IT 0 Labor Force Group B ("LK" in 31 or "Yes" in 34a) SKIP to 57a
_ Labor Force Group C (All others) ASK 55a

Se. De yea intend to look for work of any kind 55a.
In thineat 12 'months?

b. When de you intend to start looking for work? b.

c. Whet kind of work de you think you will look for? c.

J. Whet will you Jo to find work? d.
(Mark as many as apply)

0 1 Yes definitely
ASK 6

2 Yes probably

Maybe What does it depend in?
I SKIP

to 56a

3No
KS IP to 56a0 Don't know

Month

1111

10 State employment agency (or counselor)
2 0 Private employment agency

Check with 3 Employer directly
4 Friends or relatives
s Placed or answered ads

s School employment service

7 Other Specify

Sim. Why would you say that you are net looking for 56a.
work at this time?

b. If you were offered leb by some employer in b.
THIS AREA, de you think you would take it?

c. How_meny hours per week would you he
willing to work?

J. What kind of work would it have le be?

s. What would the wog r salary have to be?

d.

e.

I School

2 Personal family reasons
Health reasons

0 Waiting to be called into military service
5 Believes no work available
6 Does not want to work at this time of year
7 Other or no reason

10 Yes, definitely
2 Yes. if it is something 1 can do
3 Yes, If satisfactory wage

Yes, if satisfactory location

5 Yes, if other

6 No. health won't permit
7 No, it will interfere with school
a No, parents don't want me to
9 No, don't need the money

10 0 No, other

ASK c

SKIP to 65 _

page 17'

10 1-4
20 5-14
3 15-24

25-34
0 35-40

e 0 41-48
7 0 49 or more to

S per:-7
(Dollars) (Cents)
Hour

S per: 7
(Dollars only)

2 0 Day
3 0 Week

4 Biweekly

s Month

Year

7 Other -- Specify

Any pay

SKIP to 65, page 17

2
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III. WORK EXPERIENCE AND ATTITUDES Continued

57a. What typo of work nr. you looking for? 57o. leD

I. What would the wags or salary have to b. for you to Is b.
willing to talt it?

c. Aro there any restrictions, such as hours or location of lob c.
that would I. a factor in your taking I lob?

d. What In they/ restrictions? d.

OD $ . pert-7
(Dollars) (Cents)

10Hour

® $ per:-,
(Dollars only)

6 2 (3 Day
3 Week

4 (:) Biweekly
s (Z) Month

6 (:) Year
7 (:) Other Specify

s (:) Any pay

fiED t (:) Yes ASK if

2 No SKIP to 65, page 17

C) Li

SKIP to 65, page 17

CHECK

ITU T

Respondent is currently in Labor Force Group A and

Was to Labor Force Group C last year (Item 96R on Information Sheet) ASK 58

(:) All others SK/P to 59

5$. At this time lost your, you wore not looking for work. 58
What mods you deade to take a job? (ED t El Recovered from illness

2 0 Bored

3 Completed education

4 (:) Needed money

5 Other Specify

59. How do you fool about the job you have now? Do you 59.
Ilk. it very much, like it fairly well, dislike it somewhat,
dislike it very much?

® . Like it very much

2 Like it fairly well

3 (:) Dislike it somewhat

4 Dislike It very much

60. -What ere the things you Ilk. best about your job? 60.

(1)

(2)

(3)

0
0 II I

CII I I

61. What aro the things about your lob that you don't liko? 61.

(I)

(2)

(3)

0
®I I I`t

6111
Notes

83.
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III. WORK EXPERIENCE AND ATTITUDES Continued

112. Santos.: someone IN THIS AREA fforod you job In 62.
tha seine lino of work you're ir, now. How much would the
new,job have to pay for you ti be wining to take it?

-(If amount given per hour, record d, !tars and cents.
Otherwise, round' to the nearest dollar.)

per: 7@ S (Dollars) (Cents)

0 I 0 Hour

0 S per: 7
(Dollars only)

0 2 0 Day
3 0 Week
4 jol Biweekly

5 0 Month
a 0 Year

7 0 Other -. Specify
r-

U7 a 0 I wouldn't
a 0 I would take

to Would accept

i i 0 Don't Wow
12 Other

take it at any conceivable pay

a steady job at same or less pay

job: don't know specific amount

Cif
1111111 11--

0 Respondent is enrolled in school this year SKIP to 64a.

0 All others ASK 63

113. Who If tkis job wore 141 SOME OTHER PART OF THE 63.
COUNTRY how much would it hove to pay in rdor
for you te b. willing t. take It?

(!f amount given per hour, record dollars and cents.
Otherwise, round' to the nearest dollar.)

,

S
per: 7

(Dollars) (Cents)

CD 1 0 Hour

0 S per:--,
(Dollars0 2 0 Day

3.0 Week
0 Biweekly,

s Month

e 0 Year

7 0 Other Specify
r
0 a 01 wouldn't

a 0 I would take

to Would accept

t i 0 Depends on

t2 0 Don't know

130 Other

only)

take it at any conceivable pay

a steady job at same or less pay

job; don't know specific amount

location, cost of livint

CHICK-
ITEM V

Refer to item 96R on the information Sheet

0 Respondent in Labor Force Group A In 1969 ASK 64a0 All other SKIP to 65, page 17

414. Would you say you liko your present jib more, l .ss, or 64a.
about the some is (the job you hold) last year?

b. Whet would you soy is the mein r that you lilt. your b.
present job (more, less)?

0 t 0 More
ASK b

2 0 Less

3 0 Same ,SKIP to 65, page 17

OII I

Notes g
1(06
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.4 IV. FUTURE JOB "LANS

65. Now I would like to talk te yeu about your future, 65.
jab plans. What kind of work would you like te bit
doing when you are 30 years old?

01- I I I

-
0 1 0 Same as present job

2 Don't know

CHECK

ITEM W

Refer to Item 98R on the Information Sheet 0 t0 Respondent's future job plans are the same as when last
interviewed (Entries in 65 and item 98R on the
Information Sheet are the same)-- SKIP to Check Item X

2 0 Respondent's future job plans differ from when last
interviewed (Entries in 65 and item 98R of Information
Sheet differ) ASK 66

64. When we last interviewed you, you said you thaught that 66.
yeu'd like to IN(Entry in item 98R of Information Sheet).
Why would you say you have changeil your plans?

u

V. HEALTH

CHECK
ITEM X

0 Respondent is currently in school ASK 67a

0 Respondent is not currently enrolled in school SKIP to 67b

67o. Do you have eny health prelims that limit in any way 67a.
your activity in school?

b. D. you have any health problems that limit in any way the b.
'amount ar kind of work you can de?

c. Do you have any health problems that in any way limit C.
your ether activities?

(2) I 0 Yes .SKIP to 68

2 0 No ASK b
,

0 I 0 Yes SKIP to 68

20 No ASK c

t 0 Yes ASK 68

2 No SKIP to 69

611. How lens have you been limited in this way? 68.

0 Years

0 Respondent not married SKIP to 7Ia

69a. Dm your wife's health limit the amount ar kind of with 69a.
. she con do?

I. Does your wife's health limit the amount ar kind f b.
housework she can do?

ai I 0 Yes SKIP to 70
v..:,-,

2 0 No ASK b

0 I 0 Yes ASK 70

2 0 No SKIP to 7Ia

70. Hew long has she been limited in this way? 70.

Years

Notes

85,
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VI. ASSETS AND INCOME

71e. So far as your overall financial position Is concernerl, 711
would you say you "are better off, *bout the same, or
worse off new than you were at this time last year?

b. In what ways are you (better, worse) off? b.

0 t Same SKIP to Check hem Y
2 Better off

ASA b
3 Worse Off

OL.1

ITN Y
Respondent is NOT head of household SKIP to 74a

Respondent is head of household ASK 72u

72e. In the lest 12 months, 'NI you,(er your wife) receive 72a.
financia assistance from any of your relatives?

b. From whom? b.

c. How much did you receive? c.

0, , Yes ASK bc
2 No SKIP to item 73a

lol_i

S

73e. Is this house(epertment) owned or being bought by 73a.
you (or your wife)?

ih Alimut how much do you think this property would sell b.
fer en today's market?

c. About hew much do you (or your wife) ewe en this property c.
fer mortgages, beck taxes, home improvement loans, etc?

0 t Yes

2 No SKIP to 740

xs S

S

0 None
744. De you (or your wife) hove any money in savings 74a.

er checking occeunts, savings and leen companies
er credit unions?

b. Do you (er your wife) have any b..
(1) U.S. Savings Bends? 0)

(2) Stocks, bends, sr mutual font's? (2)

10 Yes Hew much altogether?

0 S

20 No GO to b

' 10 Yes What is t heir face value?

0, s

2 0 No GO to (2)

I Yes Aleut hew much is their market value?

0 S
20 No

75e. De YOU (or your wife) rent, own, er have en investment 75a.
is e hum, business, er any other reel estate?

b. -Which ens? b.

c. About hew much do you think this (Impainess, farm, c.
or ether reel estate) would sell hien terley's market?

J. What is the total amount of 'lilt and ether liabilities d.
en this (business, fans, or other reel estate)?

0 10 Yes ASK bd
2 No SKIP to 760

0 I Farm

2 Business

3 Real estate

El S

0 S
None

76a. De you (er your wife) own en autent.111.(s)? 76a.

b. What is (are) the make and model year? b.
t

c. De you ewe eny money en this (these) outent.b11.(s)? c,

Ai. How much would this (these) cars) sell fer en d,
_Itmlay's market?

0 10 Yes ASK bd
20 No SKIP to 77

® Model year Make

Ca) Model year Make_
Model year Make

Yes New much?

0 S
. .

0 S

0 S
No

c......_0 s
0 S

S

77. D. you (or Jour wife) sow...1y (ether) money to stores, 77.
honks, doctors, ar anyone else, excluding 30.rley
charge "accounts_?

Yes Hew much?

CD S
1.1 No

5



VI. ASSETS AND INCOME - Continuoel

Now I woulel like to ask a few questions shout your
Income in the last 12 months.

7$.. How much eliel you (ens your wife revel's from wog's,
salary, commissions, .r tips from all lobs, Wore
elseluctions for taxis or anything else?

b. Diel you (ens your wife) revolve any income from working
on your own or in your own business or farm?

S lass S r.. $

78a.

b.

c.

(I)

(2)

d.

RESPONDENT
WIFE

1-1 Not married

C3)
s

,CD
s

0 None i 0 None

0
O Yes - How much?

S _
0 Yes,- How much?

0 S
(Gross income) (En:wises) (Net income)

*

e. Diel you (or your wife) escoive`any unomploymont
compensation?

el. Diel you (or your wife) wily. any other income, such
as fontsl income, interest or ellvielonels, inceste as a
result of elissioility or illness, ate.?

NO ' 0 NO

CD

0

0 Yes 7
How Many weeks?

0 Yes 7
How many weeks?

How much?

S

How much?

0 S

0 No 0 No

0
0 Yes - How much?

S

0 Yes - How much?

0 S

0 No 0 No

CHECK

ITEM Z

.

0 i 0 Respondent (and wife and children) live alone - SKIP to 791,

2 0 All others - ASK 79a (If two or more RELATED respondents
in household, ask 79a-b only once, and transcribe answers --
from the first to the other questionnaires.)

790. In the pest 12 months, what was the tots! income of
ALL family members living hem?

(Show flashcard)

b. DM @ripens In this family wed,. any %Whet or
public assistance In the last 12 months?

79a.

%

b.

1 0 Under $1,000
2 0 51,000-51,999

3 0 2,000- 2,999

0 3,000- 3,999

s 0 4,000- 4,999
6 0 5,000 - _5,999

7 Li 6,000- 7,499

a 0 7,500- 9,999
a 0 10,000-14,999

io 0 15,000-24,999

it 0 25,000 and over

:.1,..9/.7=4, 10 Yes

20 No
Notes

''..

87

(18;



VII. FAMILY BACKGROUND

Me. How ninny persons net counting yourself (or your wife)
are dependent upon you for at lust one-holf of
their support?

4..De_sny et those dependents live semo-wheie else ether
than here at home with you? '

c. Whet is their relationship to you?

80a.

b.

c.

3(...D8 Number

to Check Item AA0 0 None SKIP

0 Yes How

0
many?

Number ASK c

to Check Item AA0 0 No SKIP

®u

CHECK

ITEM AA

Refer to name and address label on cover page 0 1 0 Respondent lives in same area (SMSA or county) as
when, last interviewed SKIP to 83

2 0 Respondent lives in different.area (SMSA or county)
than when last interviewed ASK 81a

Ills. When we
address

h. Now did

last interviewed you, you were living in (city in
on cover page). Now many miles from here is that?

you happen to move here?

81a.

b.

0 Miles

0 bi
currently in school SKIP to 82c

ha? jolt lined up here at the time you moved?

weeks did you kelt Itrrhore you found 1.0.k?

last interviewed you, have you lived in any area
county) other than the present one .r the en. in

lived when we interviewed you last?

82a.

h.

c.

0 t 0 Yes. different from job'held at time of move

2 0 Yes, same as lob held at time of move

3 Yes, transferred job in same company

4 0 No ASK b

SKIP
to c

Ng Respmdent

1126. Did you

l. Now many

c. Since we
(SMSA or
which you

Weeks

for work

found work

0 0 Did not look

as 0 Still haven't

0 Yes How many?

0 SKIP to 84a

°ON°
83. Have you lived in any area (SMSA or county) other than

the present one since we last interviewed yell?
83. 0 Yes Hew many?

0
0 0 No

84a. What is your present drift classification?

I. (If 1Y or 44 ) Why were you rejected?

84a.

b.

1 I I

. 0 Respondent is under 18 SKIP to 85

10 Failed both physical and written test

20 Failed physical test

30 Failed written test

4 0 Not accepted for other reasons

s Don't know reason

M. Ilis;vmeny rooms sr. there in this house or apartment?
Da not count hathrooms, porches, lialconles, foyers,
hells, or half rooms.

8S,

Cip Rooms
Notes

411

(ED

413
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INFORMATION SHEET
DATA FROM 1%9 INTERVIEWS

94R.

0

0

Whether Respondent was attending
or enrolled in school in 1969

i 0 Yes

2 No
3 Armed Forces

Grade Respondent was attending OR
highest year of regular school completed:

o None 0

1 Elem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

zHigh 1 2 3 4

3 College 1 2 3 4 5 6 7.

95R.

0
Respondent's educational loai in 1969

Not asked educational goal,

High 1 2 3 4

College 2 4 6 7,

96R:

ED

Respondent's labor force status in 1969

, Unable to work

z Labor Force Group A

3 Labor Force Group 8

4 Labor Force Group C

s Labor Force Group C Armed Forces

97R.
Name of employer in 1969

Not employed in 1969

%R. Plans for age 30 in 1969

Working Specify kind

Other or don't know

99R. Names and address of persons who will
always know where respondent can be
reached.

I
._

2

100R. Month of-last interview

92

091


